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AFIT-ENV-MS-17-M-187 
 
Abstract 
 
 There is currently a shortage of field grade officers within the United States Air 
Force’s Financial Management and Cost Analysis (65Fx/65Wx) career field.  A 
questionnaire was distributed to all officers within the career field (N = 618) in order to 
identify the values and career intentions of the career field’s current officer workforce.  
Constructs such as organizational commitment, burnout, and perceived availability of 
civilian job opportunities were analyzed to determine their impacts on an officer’s 
turnover intentions.  Demographics such as commissioning source, current job type, 
current job location, and time in service were also analyzed to see how they may impact 
long-term career intentions.  Results of this survey indicated that first lieutenants 
expressed the lowest desire to serve for at least 20 years, had the highest levels of 
burnout, and the lowest organizational commitment levels.  The research team also 
analyzed whether or not a significant difference exists between officers who have 
completed the Air Force Institute of Technology’s Graduate Cost Analysis (GCA) 
program and officers who have not completed the program – in terms of burnout, 
organizational commitment, and perceived availability of job alternatives.  No significant 
differences were found between the two groups of 65Fx/65Wx officers. 
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Analysis of Factors Related to Turnover Intentions Among the Financial 
Management (65Fx/65Wx) Career Field 
 
I.  Introduction 
General Issue 
 The United States Air Force (USAF) tasks the officer corps to achieve the mission 
and objectives of the Air Force.  In order to become a commissioned officer, the 
candidate must complete four years of training at the United States Air Force Academy, 
complete the Reserved Officer Corps Training (ROTC) program, or complete Officer 
Training School (OTS).  With exceptions for the medical, legal, and chaplain specialties, 
commissioned officers enter the Air Force at the lowest commissioned rank (Second 
Lieutenant/O-1), and then work their way to higher ranks via an established promotion 
system. The Air Force places high emphasis on developing these leaders, and the United 
States of America invests millions of taxpayer dollars each year to ensure that these 
officers are equipped with the necessary leadership skills and technical skills.  For 
example, the Air Force estimated that the cost to produce just one officer through the 
United States Air Force Academy in Colorado Springs, Colorado costs $534,206 as of 
June 2015 (United States Air Force, 2016).  
The majority of non-rated Air Force officers incur an active duty service 
commitment (ADSC) of four or five years, depending on the commissioning source, and 
then may choose to either separate from the active duty Air Force or continue serving 
(Department of the Air Force, 2012).  Under the current military retirement system, 
personnel can acquire full retirement benefits after serving 20 years of active duty 
service.  Since the Air Force does not utilize lateral recruitment efforts, and instead relies 
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on growing and developing their own senior leaders, personnel shortages can arise when 
large percentages of Company Grade Officers (CGOs) choose to voluntarily separate 
from the service.  Company grade officers are junior officers who hold the rank of 
Second Lieutenant (O-1), First Lieutenant (O-2), or Captain (O-3).  By examining Table 
1, it is clear to see that the majority of the Air Force Officer Corps is composed of CGOs 
– specifically, 57.15% as of June 2016 (Air Force Personnel Center, 2016).  Additionally, 
Table 2 shows that the historical percentage of 65Fx/Wx officers that serve for a total of 
20 or more years is 45.1% (Headquarters Air Force, 2016).  This percentage only 
includes the officers that made it to the time-in-service mark of 20 years; it does not 
include officers who were offered any type of early retirement incentive package, and it 
does not exclude officers who were forced to involuntarily separate (due to administrative 
or medical reasons, such as force reductions, disciplinary issues, or medical discharges).   
Table 2.  Active Duty Officer Workforce (as of 30 June 2016) 
# % Grade 
6,674 10.86 2Lt 
7,144 11.63 1Lt 
21,298 34.66 Capt 
12,946 21.07 Maj 
9,665 15.73 Lt Col 
3,425 5.57 Col 
142 0.23 Brig Gen 
98 0.16 Maj Gen 
40 0.07 Lt Gen 
12 0.02 Gen 
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Table 3.  Historical Record of 65Fx/65Wx Officers Separations & Retirements (Feb 
1991-July 2016) 
Total # of Separations/Retirements 2739 
# Officers Separating with < 5 Yrs of Commissioned Service 633 
% Officers Separating with < 5 Yrs of Commissioned Service 23.1% 
# Officers Separating with 6-10 Yrs of Commissioned Service 541 
% Officers Separating with 6-10 Yrs of Commissioned Service 19.8% 
# of Officers with > 20 Yrs of Total Service 1236 
Total % of Officers with > 20 Yrs of Total Service 
 
45.1% 
 
 
Personnel shortages have become prevalent throughout many different career 
fields in the USAF.  This study focused on the USAF’s Financial Management and Cost 
Analysis career field.  The mission of this career field is to “maximize resources for our 
nation’s Air Force” and is explained in further detail in Appendix 1 (United States Air 
Force, 2017).  The career field divides financial managers into two specialty codes; 
officers with the Air Force Specialty Code (AFSC) “65Fx” fall under “Budget,” while 
officers with the AFSC “65Wx” fall under “Cost Analysis.”  Additionally, CGOs within 
the career field have the opportunity to apply for a full-time graduate student status at the 
Air Force Institute of Technology (AFIT), a graduate school located at Wright Patterson 
Air Force Base in Dayton, Ohio.  Company grade officers who enroll in the AFIT 
Graduate Cost Analysis (GCA) program serve as full-time graduate students and earn a 
Master of Science in Cost Analysis upon completion of the 18-month assignment.  Once 
they graduate from the program, they incur a three-year service commitment and are 
assigned to an advanced academic degree position as a cost analyst (AFSC code: 65Wx), 
in support of Air Force acquisition programs. 
For Fiscal Year 2015, the estimated average direct and indirect cost per officer’s 
18-month graduate degree program at AFIT was $113,992 (Headquarters Air University, 
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2016).  This includes the direct costs of operating the schoolhouse and the indirect costs 
of the base operating support.  It does not include the student’s pay entitlements and 
allowances.  Additionally, there has been a strong push from senior leadership to increase 
the number of AFIT slots available to 65Fx/65Wx CGOs in recent years, as shown in 
Table 3 (Air Force Personnel Center, 2016).  The percentage of graduates that are still 
serving in the active duty AF after fulfilling their service commitments is 40.7% for 
FY04-12 graduates.  This percentage does not take into account the time in service that 
the officer acquired before entering the program; for example, by FY16, the officer may 
have already acquired 20 years in service and separated from the military. 
Table 4.  AFIT GCA Program Officer Enrollment FY04-FY16 
Fiscal Year 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
# Officers in 
Program 
7 9 6 7 8 5 5 5 2 7 9 12 14 
# Officers Still 
in AF (as of 
June 2016) 
1 3 0 4 3 4 3 3 1 7 9 12 14 
% of Officers 
Still in AF (as 
of June 2016) 
14% 33% 0% 57% 38% 80% 60% 60% 50% 100%* 100%* 100%* 100%* 
* denotes that the officer’s 3-year Active Duty Service Commitment has not yet been 
fulfilled 
 
This career field is currently facing a shortage in the number of Field Grade 
Officers (FGOs) available to meet requirements, as seen in Table 4 (Headquarters Air 
Force, 2016).  A FGO is an officer that holds the rank of major (O-4), lieutenant colonel 
(O-5), or Colonel (O-6).  Due to the shortage of FGOs in the career field, captains 
selected for major, but not yet promoted to the rank, sometimes perform FGO-coded jobs.  
In comparison to other Air Force career fields, lieutenant colonels or majors fill the 
majority of squadron commander jobs.  
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Table 5.  65F/W Career Field Health (as of 31 May 2016) 
Grade Requirements Inventory Surplus/Deficit 
0-1/0-2 15% 28% +13% 
0-3 30% 30% 0% 
0-4 25% 19% -14% 
0-5 23% 17% -14% 
0-6 7% 6% -1% 
 
Formal research has been conducted on military retention for different career 
fields and different branches of service – as discussed in Chapter II’s literature review.  
However, there has not been a formal study conducted to evaluate the reasons as to why 
65F/W officers choose to separate from the Air Force before the 20-year time-in-service 
(TIS) mark.   
Problem Statement 
This study focused on voluntary turnover within the 65Fx/65Wx career field.  
After conducting a thorough review of literature, this study analyzed the following 
constructs to investigate the potential of a significant statistical relationship existing 
between the specified construct and 65Fx/65Wx officer turnover intentions: employee 
burnout, organizational commitment, and perceived availability of job alternatives.  The 
researchers discuss further details on each construct in Chapter II. 
Research Questions 
Our research attempts to answer the following questions: 
1.  What demographic factors (if any) are influencing 65Fx and 65Wx officers to separate 
from the active duty Air Force before the 20-year time-in-service mark? 
 
2.  Do AFIT GCA graduates have higher turnover intentions than non-AFIT GCA 
graduates? 
 
3.  How do the constructs of employee burnout, organizational commitment, and 
perceived availability of job alternatives impact turnover intentions?   
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Specifically, we tested the following research hypotheses:  
 
H1:  65Fx base-level officers (Comptroller Squadrons) report higher levels of 
burnout than their peers (65Wx Cost Analysis, 65Fx Acquisition Budget, 
MAJCOM/Air Staff officers). 
 
H10:  65Fx and 65Wx officers report equal levels of burnout, regardless of 
current job type. 
 
H2:  Organizational commitment will be negatively related to turnover intentions. 
H20:  There is no relation between organizational commitment and turnover 
intentions. 
 
H3:  AFIT GCA graduates report higher levels of perceived availability of job 
alternatives than their non-AFIT peers. 
 
H30:  AFIT GCA graduates report the same levels of perceived availability of job 
alternatives than their non-AFIT peers. 
Methodology 
 In order to conduct this study, the researchers distributed an online survey to all 
officers within the 65Fx/65Wx career field.  The Air Force Personnel Center (AFPC) 
Comptroller Assignments Team sent out an informational email detailing the purpose of 
the study and how to access the survey.  The survey was open and available for 
completion during a two-week timeframe.  The results of the survey were analyzed with 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software.  
 The primary intent of this study is to reveal the factors that influence a 
65Fx/65Wx officer to voluntarily separate from the Air Force or to remain in the service 
for a full career.  The results of this study will be distributed to senior leaders within the 
career field and provide them with a more in-depth view of what financial management 
airmen value, as well as officer perceptions of the career field.  Senior leaders will be 
equipped with up-to-date information on their workforce that may assist in implementing 
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changes in policy or organizational structure.  The data and findings may also be 
applicable to various career fields within the USAF and aid in future manpower 
projections.  For example, findings from this study may also correlate with other 
occupational specialties in the support or acquisition officer career fields.   
Summary 
 This chapter introduced the research topic and defined the problem statement and 
methodology used within this study.  Chapter II includes a thorough review of the 
literature and defines the constructs tested within this study.  The chapter also highlights 
findings from past studies conducted on employee turnover.  Chapter III focuses on the 
methodology used to construct and distribute the online survey.  Chapter IV details the 
findings from the data analysis conducted on the survey results.  The final chapter 
discusses limitations of this research, along with a discussion of the findings and 
recommendations for possible future research areas. 
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II. Literature Review 
 
Some researchers define employee turnover as the act of “employees leaving the 
organization for whatever reason(s)” (Phillips & Connell, 2003).  It is not something new 
to organizations.  Civilian organizations, as well as nonprofit and government 
organizations, have faced the challenges associated with employee turnover.  In fact, a 
study conducted by a corporation called Right Management reported that “Only 61 
percent of recent college graduates planned to stay at their first job for less than three 
years” (Ruiz, 2007).  In other words, only 39% of recent college graduates planned to 
stick with their first employer for more than three years.  As for the Air Force, 
approximately 38% of officers expect to make it to the 20-year time-in-service mark 
(Military Compensation and Retirement Modernization Commission, 2015).  Differences 
in Air Force career fields, as well as the enlisted versus officer corps, may contribute to 
reasons as to why this number differs from the percentage reported earlier in Table 2.   
There are two classifications of employee turnover: involuntary and voluntary.  
Involuntary turnover is “presumed to be within the control of the organizational leaders” 
and can be associated with firing or laying-off workers or, in the military, discharging an 
airman (Holtom, Mitchell, Lee, & Eberly, 2008).  Voluntary turnover “reflects an 
employee’s decision to leave an organization” and can be thought of as quitting a job or 
choosing to separate from the military (Shaw, Delery, Jenkins, & Gupta, 1998).  This 
study focused on the latter definition, voluntary turnover, within the 65Fx/65Wx career 
field and aimed to identify factors that caused these officers to separate from the Air 
Force.   
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 There are direct and indirect costs of employee turnover.  It is estimated that for 
the corporate sector, “it costs about .5 times the annual salary plus benefits to replace an 
hourly worker, 1.5 times the annual salary plus benefits to replace a salaried employee, 
and as much as 5 times the annual salary plus benefits to replace an executive” (Colquitt, 
Lepine, & Wesson, 2011).  Direct costs can include “administrative costs involved in the 
separation, recruitment expenses, screening costs, and training and orientation expenses 
for the new hire” (Colquitt, Lepine, & Wesson, 2011).  Indirect costs may include losses 
in productivity levels and organizational performance, as well as decreases in morale 
across the organization.  In regards to the Air Force, direct costs also include the costs 
associated with producing an officer through a commissioning program.  A 1992 United 
States General Accounting Office (GAO) report stated that the costs associated with 
sending one officer candidate through a commissioning program varied from $29,500 to 
$519,000, as shown in Table 5 (United States General Accounting Office, 1992).   
Table 6.  Cost per Graduate by Commissioning Program in 1992 (not broken out by 
military branch) 
Commissioning Program Cost of Producing One Officer 
Service Academy $342,000 to $519,000 
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps 
(ROTC) 
$104,100 to $121,500 for those receiving 
scholarships; average of $69,400 for those 
who do not 
Officer Training School (OTS) $29,500 to $46,900 
*NOTE: Amounts inflated to 2016 values from 1992 values 
 Additionally, as noted in Chapter I, the military does not use lateral recruitment to 
fill officer or enlisted positions.  Lateral recruitment is “the process of hiring an ‘expert’ 
[from another organization] for the job that needs to be filled” (HR Helpboard, 2016).  
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Corporations in the civilian sector may be able to rely on hiring employees from outside 
of their business when an employee decides to leave the company, but the Air Force is 
unable to replace a Captain with 8 years of specialized experience just by sending an 
officer candidate through a commissioning program.  “Developing military leaders is a 
long, arduous, and resource intensive process.  A captain cannot simply be created… all 
officers begin as lieutenants and must proceed through a promotion process” (Falk & 
Rogers, 2011).  The researchers classify the situation in which the Air Force loses human 
capital (i.e. an officer with years of expertise and specialized training) as an indirect cost 
of employee turnover that should be of utmost concern to Air Force senior leaders. 
Previous Military Retention Studies 
 Many studies have analyzed retention within the United States Armed Forces.  
Some of the studies assessed the military, as a whole, while others have targeted 
individual career fields and specific officer ranks.  Factors such as low job satisfaction 
and frustration with the military’s personnel system have been highlighted as possible 
causes for separation, while compensation usually is not a primary driver. 
Status of Forces Study:  Short-Term versus Long-Term Retention 
 Since 2002, the Defense Research, Surveys, and Statistics Center located at the 
Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) in Alexandria, Virginia has conducted an 
annual “Status of Forces” survey of active duty military members.  The 2014 version of 
the survey contained 222 questions that assessed attitudes and opinions on various 
personnel issues, such as job satisfaction, retention, tempo, readiness, stress, and 
satisfaction of programs and services offered to military members.  The researchers 
conducted the survey via a web-based questionnaire accompanied by e-mail and postal 
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notifications.  It had a sample size of 65,097 with a response rate of 21% (margin of error 
+ 1.3%), and it included members from the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps.  
Of the 13,447 total respondents, 1,781 were Air Force officers (960 between the ranks of 
O1-O3 and 821 between the ranks of O4-O6).  The average years of total active duty 
service for the O1-O3 group was 5.8 years and 17.1 years for the O4-O6 group.  It is 
important to note that these officers were from various Air Force Specialty Codes 
(AFSC), and the 2014 Status of Forces Survey of Active Duty Members: Tabulations of 
Responses report did not separate the data by AFSC. 
 In the study, members were asked the question: “Suppose that you have to decide 
whether to stay on active duty.  Assuming you could stay, how likely is it that you would 
choose to do so?”  The respondent then had to choose one of the following responses: 1- 
Very Unlikely, 2 – Unlikely, 3 – Neither Likely Nor Unlikely, 4 – Likely, 5 – Very 
Likely.  The responses displayed in Table 6 show that 66% of Company Grade Officers 
(CGOs) felt as if they were “likely” or “very likely” to choose to remain in the service, 
along with 72% of Field Grade Officers who felt similarly.  Additionally, when presented 
with the statement:  “I am committed to making the military my career,” respondents had 
to choose one of the following responses: 1 – Strongly Disagree, 2 – Disagree, 3 – 
Neither Agree Nor Disagree, 4 – Agree, and 5 – Strongly Agree.  The responses 
displayed in Table 7 show that only 48% of CGOs agreed or strongly agreed with the 
statement, while 78% of FGOs agreed or strongly agreed to being committed to making 
the military his or her career.  This response indicated an 18% decrease among CGO’s 
when comparing long-term (Table 7) versus short-term (Table 6) commitment and an 8% 
increase among FGO’s.  The researchers use these numbers for comparison in Chapter IV 
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to determine how the 65Fx/65Wx officer workforce compares to the total Air Force. 
Table 7.  2014 Status of Forces Survey Responses for Short-Term Retention 
 Percentages for Each Response Value  
Pay Grade 1 – Very 
Unlikely 
2 – Unlikely 3 – Neither 
Likely Nor 
Unlikely 
4 - Likely 5 – Very 
Likely 
Average 
Likelihood 
O1-O3 7% 12% 15% 30% 36% 3.8 
O4-O6 7% 11% 10% 30% 42% 3.9 
 
Table 8.  2014 Status of Forces Survey Responses for Long-Term Retention 
 Percentages for Each Response Value  
Pay Grade 1 – Strongly 
Disagree 
2 – Disagree 3 – Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree 
4 - Agree 5 – 
Strongly 
Agree 
Average 
Likelihood 
O1-O3 8% 10% 34% 24% 24% 3.4 
O4-O6 3% 5% 14% 39% 39% 4.1 
 
Low Job Satisfaction & Frustrations with the Assignment System 
 In 2005, graduate-level research was conducted at the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology on retention within the Air Force’s 61S (Scientist), 62E (Engineer), and 63A 
(Program Manager) career fields.  The study found that 47% of junior officers, with 3-5 
years of commissioned service, surveyed in these career fields (N= 148) intended to leave 
the Air Force after their initial active duty service commitment.  The two top reasons for 
intending to separate from the Air Force were lack of job satisfaction and frustration with 
the Air Force’s assignment system.  The top drivers of low job satisfaction among these 
junior officers revolved around: “lack of feeling value, lack of opportunity to use one’s 
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degree or skills, lack of leadership opportunities, and lack of operational experience” 
(Beck, 2005).  The primary grievances associated with the assignment system include the 
following: mismatching officers into jobs (i.e. placing a chemical engineer into a 
mechanical engineer slot or a scientist placed into a program manager position) and the 
number of reassignments associated with Air Force policies (having to relocate every 3-4 
years).  The study also highlighted that junior officers within these career fields did not 
see their work as being meaningful or valued; in fact, 66% of the lieutenants surveyed 
admitted that they did not understand how scientists and engineers were utilized by the 
Air Force. 
Compensation is Not Always the Driver  
 A 2011 policy analysis study from the John F. Kennedy School of Government at 
Harvard University surveyed 242 former military officers from all four branches of 
service who served between 2001 and 2010, ranging in grades from O-2 to O-5.  This 
study brought up the notion that retention and attrition studies on the military have failed 
to address a key point – that the military “must not only be concerned with simply 
maintaining enough personnel, but also with retaining its best and most talented” (Falk & 
Rogers, 2011).  Falk and Rogers noted that studies tend to focus on the overall attrition 
statistics and not the quality of the officers actually retained.  However, “the military’s 
ability to track and target top young officers is limited – there are simply no available 
objective metrics on what the ‘best’ officers look like” (Falk & Rogers, 2011). 
 “Organizational flexibility” and “commitment to innovation” were the top two 
reported reasons for separation among this study’s respondents.  Organizational 
flexibility was the number one reason, with respondents stating that they were frustrated 
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with the “one-size-fits-all system” associated with the military’s personnel processes and 
the “limited ability to control their own careers” (Falk & Rogers, 2011).  In regards to 
innovation, nearly half of the respondents “felt the military did a poor job at identifying 
and rewarding such traits as creativity, as opposed to qualities such as endurance or 
ability to follow orders” (Falk & Rogers, 2011). 
 Historically, the Air Force has offered special incentive pay bonuses in order to 
increase retention among specified career fields, such as the Critical Skills Retention 
Bonus (CSRB) and Aviation Continuation Pay (ACP).  Consequently, “the ‘pay gap’ 
between the military and civilian professions has been an area of focus for policymakers 
in the past” (Falk & Rogers, 2011).  However, Falk & Rogers reported that 73% of 
respondents stated that compensation and financial reasons were the least important 
considerations when deciding whether to separate from the service, while only 3% listed 
it as the primary reason for their separation.  These results seemed to align with Beck’s 
2005 study on the Air Force’s acquisition workforce where “only 24% of [that study’s 
respondents] felt that they were underpaid” and “regardless of job satisfaction, the 
majority of respondents were satisfied with pay” (Beck, 2005). 
 In relation to the topic of military compensation, the president of the United States 
has directed the Secretary of Defense to conduct a Quadrennial Review of Military 
Compensation (QRMC) every four years since 1965.  In the Eleventh QRMC, published 
in June 2012, the Department of Defense reported that the average Fiscal Year 2009 
Regular Military Compensation (RMC) for active duty military officers “exceeded wages 
for civilians with a bachelor’s or graduate-level degree” and that the “average RMC for 
the officer force corresponded to the 83rd percentile of wages for the civilian comparison 
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groups (Figure 1)” (Department of Defense, 2012).  RMC includes the member’s base 
pay salary, housing allowance, subsistence allowance, and an adjustment for federal 
income tax advantages (since only the member’s basic pay is subject to federal income 
tax).   
 
Figure 1.  Fiscal Year 2009 Officer Regular Military Compensation versus Civilian 
Earnings (Source: QRMC report) 
 
Constructs Addressed in This Study: 
Turnover Intentions 
The researchers used Bothma and Roodt’s turnover intention scale (TIS-6) in this 
study to predict whether an officer would decide to voluntarily separate from the Air 
Force.  The TIS-6 is comprised of six different items that have been proven to measure 
turnover intentions (Bothma & Roodt, 2013).  Examples of items included in the TIS-6 
are “How often have you considered leaving your job?” and “How often do you look 
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forward to another day at work?”  Bothma and Roodt tested the reliability and criterion-
predictive validity of the instrument on 2,429 employees in an information, 
communication, and technology (ICT) company.  Additionally, “the TIS-6 could 
significantly distinguish between leavers and stayers (actual turnover), thereby 
confirming its criterion-predictive validity” (Bothma & Roodt, 2013).  The instrument 
reported a Cronbach alpha value of 0.80.  Dr. Roodt granted the research team permission 
to use the TIS-6 within this research study. 
Employee Burnout 
 Starting in the 1980s, the topic of burnout generated the interest of many 
researchers within the psychology and human resource management fields.  Initially, the 
concept of burnout was primarily used within research on the helping professions, such as 
caregivers and medical professionals, due to the high levels of human interaction within 
these career fields.  Over time, the burnout concept has been applied to a broad spectrum 
of career fields, and many researchers argue “burnout can occur in all occupations, for 
anyone at any level” (Maslach, 1982). 
 Christina Maslach, one of the pioneering researchers on job burnout, defined 
burnout as “a syndrome of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced personal 
accomplishment that can occur among individuals who work with people in some 
capacity” (Maslach & Jackson, 1984).   She describes the first dimension, emotional 
exhaustion, as “wearing out, loss of energy, depletion, debilitation, and fatigue” and is 
“central to burnout” (Maslach, 1982).  The second dimension, depersonalization, is 
defined as “a negative shift in responses to others,” while the third dimension of reduced 
personal accomplishment is a “negative response toward oneself and one’s personal 
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accomplishments” (Maslach, 1982).   
 The Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) was developed in 1981 as a standardized 
scale instrument to measure the three dimensions of the burnout syndrome.  The MBI has 
been a work-in-progress, and three different versions exist today:  MBI-HSS for 
professionals in the human services, MBI-ES for educators, and the MBI-GS for all other 
occupations.  The original MBI instrument is composed of 22 items and takes about 10-
15 minutes for respondents to complete.  “The items are written in the form of statements 
about personal feelings or attitudes…and are answered in terms of the frequency with 
which the respondent experiences these feelings, on a 7-point, fully-anchored scale 
(ranging from 0, ‘never’ to 6, ‘every day’)” (Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996).   
 The MBI is the most widely used measure in research on burnout; however, the 
reliability and validity of the MBI has been questioned due to the structure of its items.  
The MBI only employs the use of one-sided wording of its items.  For example, all items 
within a dimension are phrased in the same manner - either all negatively or all 
positively.  “From a psychometric point of view, such one-sided scales are inferior to 
scales that include both positively and negatively worded items” (Anastasi, 1988).  
Additionally, the MBI can only be used if an official “license to reproduce” has been 
purchased for $2.00 per survey respondent via a website called Mind Garden (“Maslach 
Burnout Inventory”).  Due to the limitations associated with the use of a one-sided scale 
and cost constraints of this research effort, the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory was 
employed within this study. 
 Evangelia Demerouti and Arnold Bakker, from the Netherlands, created the 
Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI) in the late 1990s.  This instrument is composed of 
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16 items that respondents rate on a scale of 1-4 (1 = strongly disagree, 4 = strongly 
agree).  It focuses on two dimensions linked to the concept of burnout: exhaustion and 
disengagement from work.  “Exhaustion is defined as a consequence of intense physical, 
affective and cognitive strain, i.e. as a long-term consequence of prolonged exposure to 
certain job demands” (Demerouti & Bakker, 2008).  The second dimension, 
disengagement, refers to: 
Distancing oneself from one’s work in general, work object and work 
content (e.g., uninteresting, no longer challenging, but also “disgusting”).  
Moreover, the disengagement items concern the relationship between 
employees and their jobs, particularly with respect to identification with 
work and willingness to continue in the same occupation.  Disengaged 
employees endorse negative attitudes toward their work objects, work 
content, or work in general. (Demerouti & Bakker, 2008) 
  
 The OLBI uses “both negatively and positively worded items so that not only one 
end of the continuum, but both ends are represented.  In other words, the exhaustion and 
disengagement subscales include items that refer to their opposites, namely vigor and 
dedication, respectively” (Demerouti & Bakker, 2008).   It has been tested in many 
different countries and occupations for reliability and validity.  Examples of the OLBI 
items are “I always find new and interesting aspects in my work,” and “There are days 
that I feel tired before I arrive at work.”  
 Researchers have conducted numerous studies on burnout and its relationship to 
employee turnover.  In a study that investigated the relationship between burnout and 
actual turnover in a hospital, it was found that “employees who turnover have 
significantly higher burnout phase scores than those who stay in the organization” 
(Goodman & Boss, 2002).  After conducting informal interviews with current 
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65Fx/65Wx officers, the research team predicted that officers who serve in comptroller 
squadrons experience higher levels of burnout than their peers who serve in acquisition 
budget, cost analysis, or MAJCOM/Air Staff billets.  For this study, the researchers tested 
the following hypothesis concerning the OLBI dimensions: 
H1: 65Fx base-level officers (Comptroller Squadrons) report higher levels of 
burnout than their peers (65Wx Cost Analysis, 65Fx Acquisition Budget, 
MAJCOM/Air Staff officers). 
 
H10:  65Fx and 65Wx officers report equal levels of burnout, regardless of 
current job type. 
 
Organizational Commitment 
 Organizational commitment has been studied extensively since the mid-1960s; 
consequently, many definitions of the term “organizational commitment” have been 
proposed.  However, certain trends exist among the varying definitions.  For example, 
they tend to focus on commitment-related behaviors and on the individual’s attitudinal 
commitment.  As stated by Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1978), “attitudinal commitment 
represents a state in which an individual identifies with a particular organization and its 
goals and wishes to maintain membership in order to facilitate those goals.”  For the 
purpose of this study, we defined organizational commitment as “the relative strength of 
an individual’s identification with and involvement in a particular organization” 
(Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1978).  This definition is characterized by the following three 
factors: 
1)  A strong belief in and acceptance of the organization’s goals  
2)  A willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization 
3)  A strong desire to maintain membership in the organization (Mowday, 
Steers & Porter, 1978). 
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 In comparison to job satisfaction, researchers find organizational commitment to 
be more stable.  For example, “Although day-to-day events in the work place may affect 
an employee’s level of job satisfaction, such transitory events should not cause an 
employee to seriously reevaluate his or her attachment to the overall organization” 
(Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1978).  In a 1974 longitudinal study of psychiatric 
technicians, Porter analyzed the constructs of job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment, as well as how they related to turnover.  After conducting the study for ten 
and a half months, Porter made the following conclusion:  “With the passage of time, 
organizational commitment measures proved to be a better predictor of turnover, while 
job satisfaction failed to predict turnover in these later time periods” (Porter, 1974).  For 
these reasons, the research team chose to focus on measuring organizational commitment 
instead of job satisfaction among 65Fx/65Wx officers. 
 This study employed the use of the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire 
(OCQ) developed by Mowday, Steers, and Porter in 1978.  It consists of 15 items that 
touch the three parts of the organizational commitment definition (previously mentioned 
above).  Respondents grade each item against a 6-point Likert scale, ranging from 
“Strongly Disagree (1)” to “Strongly Agree (6).”  Of the 15 items, six items are 
“negatively phrased and reverse coded in an effort to reduce response bias” (Mowday, 
Steers, & Porter, 1978).  Examples of the OCQ items include: “I am willing to put in a 
great deal of effort beyond that normally expected in order to help this organization be 
successful,” and “Deciding to work for this organization was a definite mistake on my 
part.” 
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 “According to theory, employee commitment to an organization should be a 
fairly solid predictor of certain behaviors, especially turnover.  Committed persons 
should be more likely to want to remain with an organization and work towards its goals” 
(Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1978).  In order to determine whether this theory holds true 
for the active duty FM officer career field, this study tested the following hypothesis: 
H2:  Organizational commitment will be negatively related to turnover intentions. 
H20:  There is no relation between organizational commitment and turnover 
intentions. 
 
Perceived Availability of Job Alternatives 
 There is a “widespread consensus among turnover theorists on the importance of 
perceived [job] alternatives in shaping turnover decisions.  That is, employees rarely quit 
work without considering alternative jobs or roles” (Griffeth, Steel, Allen, & Bryan, 
2005).  Numerous studies have been conducted to determine the impact of the availability 
of alternative jobs on turnover decisions.  In 1989, Steel and Griffeth “performed a meta-
analysis of the empirical literature linking measures of perceived alternatives with 
turnover criteria” (Griffeth, Steel, Allen, & Bryan, 2005).  From this meta-analysis, 
researchers created a multi-dimensional measure called the Employment Opportunity 
Index (EOI) in order to better predict employee turnover.   
 Rodger Griffeth, Robert Steel, David Allen, and Norman Bryan developed the 
EOI and published it in the Journal of Applied Psychology in 2005.  The EOI consists of 
14 items that respondents grade according to a 7-point Likert Scale (ranging from 1 = 
strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree).  Some of the items are also negatively phrased 
and reverse-coded in order to reduce respondent bias.  Examples of EOI items include:  
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“Given my qualifications and experience, getting a new job would not be very hard at 
all,” and “If I looked for a job, I would probably wind up with a better job than the one I 
have now” (Griffeth, Steel, Allen, & Bryan, 2005).   
The EOI measures five different dimensions related to perceived availability of 
job alternatives: ease of movement, desirability of movement, networking, crystallization 
of alternatives, and mobility.  It bases ease of movement on the number and availability 
of alternate jobs, but does not take into account the social or personal implications of 
changing jobs.  The respondent determined his/her ease of movement by analyzing 
his/her marketable skills and job competencies in relation to obtaining a replacement job.  
For example, “Jobs should appear more accessible to individuals when there is market 
demand for their unique skill-mix and their particular skill level is high” (Griffeth, Steel, 
Allen, & Bryan, 2005).  Desirability of movement is “the expectation that a job change 
would be for the purpose of obtaining a better job” (Griffeth, Steel, Allen, & Bryan, 
2005).   
Mobility refers to the possible social, emotional, or financial impacts of changing 
jobs.  This dimension also includes the possible impact on the worker’s family, such as 
having to change locations, which could affect the spouse’s career or the worker’s 
children.  “When physical (e.g., geographic distances) and psychological (e.g., loss of 
perks, dual careers) barriers impede movement, the field of potential alternatives shrinks 
accordingly” (Griffeth, Steel, Allen, & Bryan, 2005).  This dimension may not be 
applicable to the active duty military workforce.  For example, military officers usually 
have to relocate to a new geographic location every two to four years.  Staying in the 
military results in the member having to move multiple times, regardless of possible 
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social, emotional, or financial impacts.  However, the research team still chose to include 
this dimension within this study’s analysis. 
Crystallization of job alternatives is a dimension that measures whether or not the 
respondent has a definite job offer on the table versus a perceived impression of possible 
job alternatives.  Griffeth, Steel, Allen, and Bryan (2005) claim “it makes sense to argue 
that well-crystallized alternatives (e.g., a firm job offer from another employer) are more 
likely to trigger action than are less well-crystallized alternatives (e.g., vague notions of a 
favorable job market).”  This dimension uses only two items in order to analyze whether 
the respondent has a concrete job offer or not. 
The last dimension, networking, measures the respondent’s access to information 
and ability to leverage contacts in order to obtain a new job.  Instead of measuring an 
individual’s awareness or exposure to conventional job advertising, Griffeth, et al (2005) 
argue that an individual’s social and work networks can serve as sources of job leads.  
For instance, “Presumably, individuals with greater access to job leads will have more 
information on their employment prospects” (Griffeth, Steel, Allen, & Bryan, 2005).   
Moreover, the “EOI provides psychometrically sound instrumentation for an 
important component of contemporary turnover models (i.e., perceptions of employment 
alternatives)” (Griffeth, Steel, Allen, & Bryan, 2005).  Consequently, this study 
employed the usage of the EOI measure in order to assess the perceived availability of 
job alternatives and how the construct impacts turnover intentions among the active duty 
FM officer career field.  In regards to this study, the research team predicted that AFIT 
GCA graduates would report higher levels of perceived availability of job alternatives 
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than their non-AFIT peers due to possessing technical graduate degrees (Master of 
Science in Cost Analysis).  The following research hypothesis was tested: 
H3:  AFIT GCA graduates report higher levels of perceived availability of job 
alternatives than their non-AFIT peers. 
 
H30:  AFIT GCA graduates report the same levels of perceived availability of job 
alternatives than their non-AFIT peers. 
Summary 
 This chapter provided a review of literature based on the topic of employee 
turnover.  It addressed numerous studies conducted on the topic – specifically in the 
military domain.  The chapter also identified various constructs used to better predict 
turnover intentions.  The subsequent chapter details the methodology used to collect the 
study’s dataset. 
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III. Methodology 
Chapter Overview 
 The Literature Review discussed the various factors that analyzed within this 
study and how they relate to turnover intentions of 65Fx/65Wx officers.  In order to test 
these relations, the researchers created and distributed an online survey to the 65Fx/65Wx 
career field.  This chapter discusses the data collection methodology.   
Participants 
In order to obtain a data set that was as close to the target population as possible, 
all active duty 65Fx/65Wx officers were invited to voluntarily participate in the research 
effort.  The target population consisted of 618 officers, ranging in the rank from second 
lieutenant to colonel, as shown in Table 8 (Air Force Personnel Center, 2016).  These 
officers serve in various duty locations throughout the Air Force and in a variety of jobs 
including career broadening assignments (e.g. Instructor Duty, AFIT GCA student, 
Inspector General, Speechwriter, Executive Officer), command positions, system 
program offices, and comptroller squadrons. 
Table 9.  Total Population of 65Fx/65Wx Officer Workforce (as of 22 August 2016) 
Rank Population 
0-1 59 
0-2 92 
0-3 198 
0-4 122 
0-5 108 
0-6 39 
Procedure 
 In order to distribute a survey to active duty Air Force personnel, the researchers 
followed certain procedures.  Since our study did not require a respondent to give any 
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personally identifiable information (PII), the research team was able to obtain an 
exemption from the full Institutional Review Board (IRB) process at the Air Force 
Institute of Technology.  Once the exemption was obtained, the survey instrument was 
sent to the Air Force Survey Office located at Randolph Air Force Base, Texas for 
approval.  The team at the Air Force Survey Office reviewed each part of the proposed 
survey instrument and made recommendations to the research team in order to support 
the best possible instrument for our data collection efforts.  For example, one item read: 
“I am planning to look for a new job outside of the Air Force as soon as I get within one 
year of my service commitment,” and the team at the Air Force Survey office 
recommended that the item be changed to: “I plan to look for a new job outside of the Air 
Force towards the end of my service commitment.”  The researchers accepted the 
recommended edit on the basis that some officers might begin their civilian job search 
more than one year out from the end of their service commitment. 
After obtaining approval from the Air Force Survey office (Appendix D), the 
online survey instrument was created with a commercial platform called SurveyMonkey.  
The survey instrument contained 74 items (Appendix F) based on the instruments 
described in Chapter II (OCQ, OLBI, EOI), as well as demographical questions and 
questions related to the respondent’s views of the AFIT GCA program.  The primary 
advantages of using an online survey included minimal costs and the ease of data 
collection (no manual data inputting required, which reduces the risk of inaccurately 
recording data values).  Additionally, online surveys have a significantly reduced turn-
around time compared to using paper-based questionnaires, which require the use of 
postage services.  One major disadvantage of using an online survey method instead of a 
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paper-based survey is the possibility of the respondent encountering technical difficulties 
when accessing the survey.  This disadvantage is difficult to mitigate since it can arise 
from factors outside the scope of the researcher’s control.   
In order to reduce response bias, “questionnaires should be anonymous unless 
there are specific reasons for individuals to be identified” (Phillips & Connell, 2003).  
Consequently, the researchers kept the results of the survey confidential and respondents 
did not provide their names.  The research team also explicitly stated that they would not 
try to identify any of the survey’s respondents in hopes of increasing accurate and honest 
answers. 
 The Air Force’s Comptroller Assignments team located at Randolph Air Force 
Base, Texas arranged for the initial distribution of the survey to all members of the target 
population on 05 December 2016 via an auto-generated message on the Air Force’s 
myPers email notification system (Appendix C).  In order to increase transparency and 
promote higher response rates, the notification email informed respondents of the purpose 
of the study and ensured that all responses would remain confidential.  “Respondents tend 
to cooperate better in an activity if they understand its purpose…when a survey is 
administered, an explanation of its purpose and what will be done with the information 
should be provided” (Phillips & Connell, 2003).  The initial distribution notification also 
contained the contact information of the research team, to allow respondents the 
opportunity to ask questions or express concerns about the study. 
Additionally, the researchers sent a request to various senior officers within the 
career field to encourage each senior officer to send out additional “pushes” to their 
subordinate officers in order to promote a higher response rate (Appendix E).  Phillips 
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and Connell state, “Employees may be more willing to respond to a senior executive than 
to a member of an HR Staff.”  In accordance with the research team’s request, the 
Director of Financial Management at the Space and Missiles Systems Center (SMC/FM) 
and the Deputy Director of Financial Management and Comptroller at the Air Force Life 
Cycle Cost Management Center (AFLCMC/FM-FZ) sent all officers under their purview 
a short email urging their voluntary participation.  The survey remained open for two 
weeks and closed on 16 December 2016. 
Measures 
The 74-item online survey assessed a variety of different constructs such as 
turnover intentions, organizational commitment, employee burnout, and perceived 
availability of civilian job alternatives.  It also contained a demographics section, a 
section exclusively related to the respondent’s views of the AFIT GCA Master’s degree 
program, and an open-ended response section.  All of the sections required answers to 
each item except for the section on the respondent’s views of the AFIT program and the 
open-ended response section.  In the open-ended response section, respondents were able 
to provide additional feedback on the survey and their views of the career field.  All 
constructs were measured using a 6-point Likert scale (1= Strongly Disagree, 2 = 
Moderately Disagree, 3 = Slightly Disagree, 4 = Slightly Agree, 5 = Moderately Agree, 6 
= Strongly Agree) except for the turnover intention construct which had its own unique 5-
point Likert scale. 
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Summary 
This chapter reviewed the methodology used for data collection and discussed the 
extensive approval process of the survey instrument.  It also discussed the components 
and structure of the instrument.  The subsequent chapter discusses the procedures used to 
conduct the data analysis, as well as the results of the analyses. 
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IV. Analysis and Results 
Chapter Overview 
This chapter describes the analysis conducted on the dataset collected via the 
methodology described in Chapter III.  First, the sample population represented by the 
dataset is identified.  Next, the researchers used descriptive statistics to analyze the data 
for normality, and conducted a reliability analysis for each construct.  Then, the 
researchers validate the individual hypothesis tests.  Results from post-hoc analyses are 
also highlighted. 
Sample Population 
 The online survey was accessed by 274 officers and was completed by 235 
officers (an 85.8% completion rate), which equates to 38% of the total target population 
having completed the survey.  The 39 officers who accessed the survey but failed to 
complete it did not submit any answers in the demographics section, while 23 of these 
individuals did not make it past the first section of the survey.  Five individuals failed to 
respond to any further questions once they reached the demographics section.  The 
decision to not complete the survey could have been a conscious decision on the 
respondent’s part or could have been due to technical difficulties – the research team was 
unable to identify why the 39 respondents failed to complete the entire survey.  However, 
the research team did receive two emails from participants citing technical difficulties 
while trying to complete the survey.  Table 9 and Figure 2 show the rank breakdown of 
the total respondents who completed the survey; the 39 respondents who did not 
complete the survey and did not fill out any demographics are not included in Table 9 or 
Figure 2.  Additionally, Table 9 shows that only 8 out of 39 Colonels participated in the 
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survey.  In order to compare this group with the other officer ranks, a sample size of at 
least 14 Colonels is needed to capture large effects (d = 0.80) or 35 Colonels to capture 
medium effects (d = 0.50) (Cohen, 1992).  However, the majority of tests we conducted 
that were broken down by rank excluded Colonels because they indicated having already 
served for at least 20 years. 
Table 10.  Sample Size versus Total Population 
Rank 
Population (as of 22 
Aug 2016) Sample Size 
% of Population 
Surveyed 
0-1 59 32 54% 
0-2 92 38 41% 
0-3 198 79 40% 
0-4 122 37 30% 
0-5 108 41 38% 
0-6 39 8 21% 
 
 
Figure 2.  Rank Distribution 
 Of the 235 respondents, 24.3% were female and 75.7% were male.  The average 
age of the respondents was 33 years (range 22-53 years), while the average time in 
service was 10.2 years (range 0-30 years).  The majority of respondents (71.9%) 
indicated working Operations and Maintenance (O&M) job types for the majority of their 
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career.  Of the remaining officers, 11.1% indicated Cost Analysis, 10.6% Acquisition 
Budget, and 6.4% as “Other” with regards to the career field that they have spent their 
majority of time serving in.  Additionally, 21.3% of respondents indicated that they were 
currently enrolled in or have already completed the AFIT GCA Master’s program.   
Data Preparation 
 After the online survey closed, the researchers exported all survey results from the 
SurveyMonkey website to Microsoft Excel software.  The data was then exported from 
the Excel software to SPSS software for analysis.  The SurveyMonkey website 
automatically accounted for all “reverse-coded” items during the export process, so 
manual “reverse-coding” was not needed.  Once the data was exported to SPSS, the 
average score for each survey respondent was calculated for each individual construct 
[i.e. Organizational Commitment (OCQ) and Turnover Intentions (TIS)] or the 
construct’s dimensions [i.e. Disengagement and Exhaustion were calculated for the 
Oldenburg Burnout (OLBI) construct] (Equation 1).   
 
𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨 𝑻𝑻𝑻𝑻𝑻𝑻 𝑻𝑻𝑺𝑺𝑺𝑺𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨 =  𝑻𝑻𝑰𝑰𝑨𝑨𝑰𝑰 𝟏𝟏 + 𝑻𝑻𝑰𝑰𝑨𝑨𝑰𝑰 𝟐𝟐 + 𝑻𝑻𝑰𝑰𝑨𝑨𝑰𝑰 𝟑𝟑 + 𝑻𝑻𝑰𝑰𝑨𝑨𝑰𝑰 𝟒𝟒 + 𝑻𝑻𝑰𝑰𝑨𝑨𝑰𝑰 𝟓𝟓 + 𝑻𝑻𝑰𝑰𝑨𝑨𝑰𝑰 𝟔𝟔
𝑻𝑻𝑺𝑺𝑰𝑰𝑨𝑨𝑻𝑻 # 𝑺𝑺𝒐𝒐 𝑻𝑻𝑰𝑰𝑨𝑨𝑰𝑰𝑰𝑰 𝒊𝒊𝒊𝒊 𝑪𝑪𝑺𝑺𝒊𝒊𝑰𝑰𝑰𝑰𝑨𝑨𝑪𝑪𝑺𝑺𝑰𝑰  
where: Item 1-6 = the values of the respondent’s answer, as pertaining to the associated Likert-scale 
Equation 1.  Average TIS Score Calculation for Individual Respondents 
 
Normality Test  
 Once the researchers collected the data, they tested each construct or construct’s 
dimensions to determine if its distribution was normal.  A normal distribution has a 
skewness of zero and a kurtosis of zero.  Skewness measures the degree and direction of 
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the construct’s asymmetry, while kurtosis measures the overall heaviness of the tails of 
the construct’s distribution.  Generally, if the construct or dimension has a test statistic of 
one or below, it can be considered within the acceptable range of a normal distribution 
(NIST/SEMATECH, 2012).  The researchers used SPSS software to analyze the 
skewness and kurtosis of each construct or dimension.  The researchers conducted a test 
on the aggregated average values for each construct or dimension.  All of the constructs 
and dimensions achieved a relatively normal distribution except for the “Mobility” 
dimension of the EOI construct, as shown in Table 10.   This means that the items within 
the dimension were not very clear to the respondents or the items did not relate closely to 
each other.  Consequently, the research team did not focus on the “Mobility” dimension 
within any of the analyses. 
Table 11.  SPSS Output for Skewness & Kurtosis 
 N Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error 
TIS 274 -.018 .147 -.695 .293 
OCQ 251 -.530 .154 -.007 .306 
Disengagement 244 -.085 .156 -.508 .310 
Exhaustion 244 -.168 .156 -.229 .310 
EaseofMovement 240 -.849 .157 .437 .313 
DesirabilityofMovement 240 -.018 .157 -.539 .313 
Networking 240 -.308 .157 -.074 .313 
CrystallizationofAlt 240 .984 .157 .113 .313 
Mobility 183 -1.287 .180 1.352 .357 
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Reliability Test 
 After the normality test was conducted, a reliability analysis was performed on 
each construct or construct’s dimensions in SPSS.  The Cronbach’s alpha value was 
examined for each construct or dimension.  Cronbach’s alpha is “a measure of internal 
consistency, that is, how closely related a set of items are as a group” and the equation for 
calculating Cronbach’s alpha is shown in Equation 2 (SPSS FAQ, 2017).  More 
specifically, “the closer Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is to 1.0, the greater the internal 
consistency of the items in the scale” (Gliem & Gliem, 2003).  George and Mallery 
(2003) recommend values higher than 0.7 to be considered “acceptable.”  As displayed in 
Table 11, all of the individual constructs or dimensions achieved Cronbach’s alpha values 
greater than 0.7 except for the “Mobility” dimension of the EOI construct. 
  
 
where: N = number of items 
𝑐𝑐̅ = average inter-item covariance among the items 
?̅?𝑣 = average variance 
Equation 2.  Cronbach's Alpha 
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Table 12.  Reliability Analysis 
Construct N of Items Cronbach’s Alpha 
Turnover Intentions (TIS-6) Scale 6 0.833 
Organizational Commitment (OCQ) 15 0.879 
Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI) – 
Disengagement 
7 0.892 
Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI) – 
Exhaustion 
8 0.858 
Employment Opportunity Index (EOI) – 
Ease of Movement 
3 0.747 
Employment Opportunity Index (EOI) – 
Desirability of Movement 
3 0.909 
Employment Opportunity Index (EOI) – 
Networking 
3 0.738 
Employment Opportunity Index (EOI) – 
Crystallization of Alternatives 
2 0.715 
Employment Opportunity Index (EOI) – 
Mobility 
3 0.549 
 
Hypothesis Tests 
Hypothesis Test #1: 
H1:  65Fx base-level officers (Comptroller Squadrons) report higher levels of burnout 
than their peers (65Wx Cost Analysis, 65Fx Acquisition Budget, MAJCOM/Air Staff 
officers). 
 
H10:  65Fx and 65Wx officers report equal levels of burnout, regardless of current job 
type. 
 
 In order to test Hypothesis 1, a One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was 
conducted on each dimension that fell under the OLBI construct (disengagement and 
exhaustion) and the respondent’s current job type as specified in Question 65 of the 
survey [i.e., Comptroller Squadron (CPTS), Acquisition Budget, MAJCOM/Air Staff, 
Cost Analysis, and Other].  The One-Way ANOVA test “compares the means of two or 
more independent groups in order to determine whether there is statistical evidence that 
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the associated population means are significantly different” (“SPSS Tutorials,” 2014).  
This test includes the use of a dependent variable (DV) and independent variables (IV), 
as shown in Figure 3.  The independent variable is a stimulus or input variable that causes 
changes in the dependent variable, which is a response or output (Patten, 2009).   
 
 
Figure 3.  Hypothesis 1 Test Variables 
In order to conduct a One-Way ANOVA, the following assumptions must be met:  
1) the dependent variable is continuous, 2) the independent variable is categorical, 3) 
independent samples/groups, 4) random sample of data from the population, 5) normal 
distribution (approximately) of the dependent variable for each group, 6) homogeneity of 
variances (i.e. variances approximately equal across groups) (“SPSS Tutorials,” 2014).  
All required assumptions were met to run the One-Way ANOVA test.  For example, as 
shown previously in the normality analysis, both dimensions of disengagement and 
exhaustion met the criteria for normality and the results for the homogeneity of variance 
test are shown in Table 12.  The p-values for the test of homogeneity of variances was 
0.426 for Disengagement and 0.622 for Exhaustion.  Since the p-value is greater than 
0.05 for this test, we met the assumption that the variances are equal.  
Current Job (IV) Disengagement (DV)
Current Job (IV) Exhaustion (DV)
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Table 13.  Homogeneity of Variances for Hypothesis 1 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
Disengagement .967 4 230 .426 
Exhaustion .658 4 230 .622 
 
 For the purpose of this research study, a p-value of 0.05 or less will be deemed 
statistically significant and therefore, the null hypothesis will be rejected.  The p-value 
indicates the probability that the null hypothesis is correct and that there are no 
significant differences between the means of the groups (Patten, 2009).  The p-value for 
the “Disengagement” dimension was 0.348 and 0.054 for “Exhaustion,” as shown in 
Table 13.  The results were not statistically significant and the null hypothesis was 
accepted for this research hypothesis, indicating that there is no statistically significant 
difference in the levels of disengagement or exhaustion among the different job types.   
Even though the results lack statistical significance, by observing the mean value 
for each group’s exhaustion (Table 14 and Figure 4) we can see that officers currently 
serving in the Cost Analysis portion of the career field report being the least exhausted 
(mean value = 4.2813), while officers serving in CPTS roles report being the most 
exhausted (mean value = 3.6366).  Additionally, officers serving in Acquisition Budget 
roles report being the most disengaged (mean value = 3.3915), while officers serving in 
MAJCOM/Air Staff roles report being the most engaged (mean value = 3.8690).  
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Table 14.  SPSS ANOVA Output for Hypothesis 1 
ANOVA 
 Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Disengagement Between Groups 5.330 4 1.333 1.119 .348 
Within Groups 273.804 230 1.190   
Total 279.135 234    
Exhaustion Between Groups 9.261 4 2.315 2.360 .054 
Within Groups 225.608 230 .981   
Total 234.869 234    
 
Table 15.  Descriptive Output for Hypothesis 1 
Descriptives 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Disengagement ACQ BUDGET 27 3.3915 1.12806 .21709 2.9453 3.8378 1.43 5.57 
COST 28 3.7041 .97584 .18442 3.3257 4.0825 1.71 5.57 
OTHER 46 3.6677 .98333 .14498 3.3757 3.9597 1.71 5.71 
CPTS 86 3.8472 1.14176 .12312 3.6024 4.0920 1.29 6.00 
MAJCOM/AIR 
STAFF 
48 3.8690 1.13632 .16401 3.5391 4.1990 1.00 6.00 
Total 235 3.7471 1.09219 .07125 3.6067 3.8875 1.00 6.00 
Exhaustion CPTS 86 3.6366 1.07506 .11593 3.4061 3.8671 1.50 6.00 
OTHER 46 3.7663 .87821 .12949 3.5055 4.0271 2.00 5.50 
MAJCOM/AIR 
STAFF 
48 3.7917 .98774 .14257 3.5049 4.0785 1.00 6.00 
ACQ BUDGET 27 3.9259 .95024 .18287 3.5500 4.3018 1.50 5.50 
COST 28 4.2813 .92960 .17568 3.9208 4.6417 2.88 6.00 
Total 235 3.8037 1.00185 .06535 3.6750 3.9325 1.00 6.00 
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Figure 4.  Mean Values of Burnout Dimensions Among Different Job Types 
 
Hypothesis Test #2: 
H2:  Organizational commitment will be negatively related to turnover intentions. 
H20:  There is no relationship between organizational commitment and turnover 
intentions. 
 In order to test Hypothesis 2, the research team conducted a bivariate Pearson 
correlation test in SPSS on the variables of Organizational Commitment (OCQ) and 
Turnover Intentions (TIS).  The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient, r, was 
examined after running the bivariate correlation test in SPSS.  It examines the strength of 
a linear association between two variables by “attempting to draw a line of best fit 
through the data of two variables” and the coefficient r indicates how far away all of the 
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data points are from the line of best fit (“Pearson Product-Moment Correlation,” 2013).  
The Pearson correlation coefficient can take a range of values from +1 to -1 (Table 15) 
and its associated correlation strength is shown in Table 16 (“SPSS Tutorials”, 2014).  
Table 16.  Pearson Correlation Coefficient r Interpretation 
Value of r Association Interpretation 
Zero None None 
Greater than 1 Positive  As the value of one variable increases, so does the 
value of the other variable 
Less than 1 Negative As the value of one variable decreases, so does the 
value of the other variable 
 
Table 17.  Correlation Strength of r 
Range of r values Strength 
0.1 < |r| < 0.3 Small/Weak Correlation 
0.3 < |r| < 0.5 Medium/Moderate Correlation 
0.5 < |r| Large/Strong Correlation 
 
The following assumptions must be met when using the Pearson’s correlation 
coefficient:  1) the variables must be continuous, 2) the variables must be approximately 
normally distributed, and 3) there must be homogeneity of variances (“Pearson Product-
Moment Correlation,” 2013).  All required assumptions were met to run the test, and the 
Pearson correlation coefficient value was calculated to be -0.708 (Table 17).  This 
indicates that there is a statistically significant, strong negative association between 
organizational commitment and turnover intentions; the research hypothesis was 
accepted.  The research team can conclude that the higher levels of organizational 
commitment possessed by an officer, the lower the levels of an officer’s desire to 
separate.  Fifteen items in the survey instrument measured organizational commitment.  
Some of the items that senior FM leaders may be able to focus on in order to increase 
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organizational commitment include: “Often, I find it difficult to agree with this 
organization’s policies on important matters relating to its employees” and “I would 
accept almost any assignment in order to keep working for this organization.”  Other 
items such as “I find that my values align very similarly with the Air Force’s values” are 
more difficult for senior FM leaders to influence. 
 
Table 18.  SPSS Bivariate Pearson Correlation Output for Hypothesis 2 
Correlations 
 OCQ TIS 
OCQ Pearson Correlation 1 -.708** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 
N 251 251 
TIS Pearson Correlation -.708** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000  
N 251 274 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
Hypothesis Test #3: 
H3:  AFIT GCA graduates report higher levels of perceived availability of job 
alternatives than their non-AFIT peers. 
 
H30:  AFIT GCA graduates report the same levels of perceived availability of job 
alternatives than their non-AFIT peers. 
 
 In order to test Hypothesis 3, a One-Way ANOVA test (similar to Hypothesis 1) 
was conducted on each dimension of the EOI construct and whether or not the respondent 
indicated that they were currently in the GCA program or have already completed the 
GCA program (question 69 of the survey).  The p-values were as follows: “Ease of 
Movement” dimension = 0.550, “Desirability of Movement” = 0.977, “Networking” = 
0.937, “Crystallization of Alternatives” = 0.494, and “Mobility” = 0.948 (Table 18).  The 
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results were not statistically significant and the null hypothesis was accepted for this 
research hypothesis, indicating that there is no significant difference in the levels of 
perceived availability of job alternatives when comparing AFIT graduates and non-AFIT 
graduates.  The descriptive statistics for this test can be found in Appendix G, and the 
results will be discussed in further detail in Chapter V. 
Table 19.  SPSS ANOVA Output for Hypothesis 3 
ANOVA 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
EaseofMovement Between Groups .244 1 .244 .358 .550 
Within Groups 158.837 233 .682   
Total 159.081 234    
DesirabilityofMovement Between Groups .001 1 .001 .001 .977 
Within Groups 354.230 233 1.520   
Total 354.232 234    
Networking Between Groups .008 1 .008 .006 .937 
Within Groups 278.810 233 1.197   
Total 278.818 234    
CrystallizationofAlt Between Groups .876 1 .876 .469 .494 
Within Groups 434.798 233 1.866   
Total 435.674 234    
Mobility Between Groups .005 1 .005 .004 .948 
Within Groups 192.276 177 1.086   
Total 192.281 178    
 
Post-Hoc Analyses 
 In this section, the research team looks at various demographic factors to 
determine how they may influence a 65Fx/65Wx officer.  Current assignment location, 
rank, deployment experience, and job type are some of the factors that are analyzed. 
Impact of Job Type on Retirement Goals 
 The relationship between the job type that the officer has spent his or her majority 
of time serving in and his or her desire to serve in the active duty Air Force until 
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retirement (at least 20 years) was analyzed by conducting a One-Way ANOVA test.  The 
One-Way ANOVA test was conducted on the respondents’ answers to Item 64 (“In 
regards to your career, up-to-date, which field have you spent the majority of your career 
working in?”) and Item 7 (“I aim to serve at least 20 years in the active duty Air Force”) 
of the online survey.  The research team excluded respondents who indicated that they 
have already served for 20 or more years from this analysis. 
 The results of the One-Way ANOVA were not significant and resulted in a p-
value of 0.733 (Table 19).  Therefore, it can be stated that there is no statistically 
significant difference between the job type that the officer spends his/her majority of time 
serving in and his/her goal of serving for at least 20 years in the active duty Air Force.  
However, there is a slight difference in the means between the job types, as shown in 
Table 20.  Officers who have spent the majority of their career in Acquisition Budget jobs 
expressed the lowest desire to serve for at least 20 years (mean = 2.67), while officers 
who identified as “Other” expressed the highest desire to serve for at least 20 years (mean 
= 2.08).  A value of “2” is equivalent to a respondent stating that they “moderately agree” 
with the intention to serve for 20 years, while a value of “3” means that they “slightly 
agree” to serve 20 years.  With a mean value of 2.67 for the officers that serve in 
Acquisition Budget jobs, it can be stated that these officers lean towards “slightly 
agreeing” to serve for 20 years and that they are most likely undecided on their long-term 
career goals.  Officers who identify as serving in the “Other” category (e.g. cross-trained 
from a different AFSC, Instructor/Student Duty) appear set on serving for a full 20-year 
Air Force career since they lean toward “moderately agreeing.” 
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Table 20.  SPSS One-Way ANOVA Output for Job Type & Retirement Goal 
 
Table 21.  SPSS Descriptive Output for Job Type & Retirement Goal 
Retirement Goal 
 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
OTHER 12 2.08 1.564 .452 1.09 3.08 
O&M 136 2.37 1.614 .138 2.09 2.64 
ACQ BUDGET 24 2.67 1.903 .389 1.86 3.47 
COST 26 2.54 1.702 .334 1.85 3.23 
Total 198 2.41 1.652 .117 2.18 2.64 
NOTE:  Value of 1 = Strongly Agree; 2 = Moderately Agree; 3 = Slightly Agree; 4 = Slightly 
Disagree; 5 = Moderately Disagree; 6 = Strongly Disagree to serve for at least 20 years in the 
active duty Air Force 
 
Impact of Reaching the “Half-Way” Mark on Retirement Goals 
 The relationship between an officer’s time in service and his/her goal to serve 
until retirement was analyzed a One-Way ANOVA test.  Specifically, the test was 
conducted on two categorical groups to see if reaching the “half-way” to retirement mark 
(10 years of service) impacted the officer’s desire to serve for at least 20 years.  In order 
to conduct this test, dummy variables were used to create two groups of officers (one 
group that has served for more than 10 years and one group that has served for less 10 
years or less).  The independent variable for this test was the dummy variable, and the 
dependent variable was Item 7 of the survey (“I aim to serve at least 20 years in the active 
duty Air Force”).  Officers who have already served for 20 or more years were excluded 
from this test. 
Retirement Goal 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 3.534 3 1.178 .428 .733 
Within Groups 534.329 194 2.754   
Total 537.864 197    
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 The p-value for this test was less than 0.05 (Table 21), proving to be statistically 
significant.  This means that there exists a difference in the retirement goals of officers 
who have served for more than 10 years and officers who have served for 10 years or 
less.  By examining the mean values (Table 22), officers with 10 years or less of service 
express a lower desire of serving for at least 20 years (mean = 2.91) than officers who 
have served for more than 10 years (mean = 1.46).  Additionally, zero officers within the 
group that has served for more than 10 years chose to respond with the answer “Strongly 
Disagree.” 
Table 22.  SPSS One-Way ANOVA Output for Time-In-Service & Retirement Goal 
ANOVA 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Retirement Goal Between Groups 94.104 1 94.104 41.564 .000 
Within Groups 443.760 196 2.264   
Total 537.864 197    
 
Table 23.  SPSS Descriptive Output for Time-In-Service & Retirement Goal 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Retirement 
Goal 
<10 Yrs 130 2.91 1.750 .153 2.60 3.21 1 6 
>10 Yrs 68 1.46 .854 .104 1.25 1.66 1 5 
Total 198 2.41 1.652 .117 2.18 2.64 1 6 
NOTE:  Value of 1 = Strongly Agree; 2 = Moderately Agree; 3 = Slightly Agree; 4 = Slightly 
Disagree; 5 = Moderately Disagree; 6 = Strongly Disagree to serve for at least 20 years in the 
active duty Air Force 
 
 The research team also tested different time-in-service marks to determine the 
break-year for turnover intentions.  We found that a statistical significance exists once an 
officer has served for eight or more years.  That is, there is a statistically significant 
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difference in the turnover intentions of officers who have served for eight or more years 
compared to officers who have not yet served for eight years (Table 23).  This finding 
suggests that once an officer reaches eight years of service, he/she is more likely to stay 
in the Air Force for the long haul. 
Table 24.  SPSS One-Way ANOVA Output for Turnover Intentions & 8 or More 
Years of Time in Service 
ANOVA 
 Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
TIS Between Groups 2.843 1 2.843 4.138 .043 
Within Groups 160.075 233 .687   
Total 162.918 234    
 
Table 25.  SPSS Descriptive Output for Turnover Intentions & 8 or More Years of 
Time in Service 
Descriptives 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Dev 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
TIS <8 years 113 3.0767 .76734 .07219 2.9337 3.2197 1.50 4.67 
8 or more 122 2.8566 .88200 .07985 2.6985 3.0146 1.00 4.83 
Total 235 2.9624 .83440 .05443 2.8552 3.0696 1.00 4.83 
 
 
Impact of Current Location on Turnover Intentions, Organizational Commitment, and 
Burnout 
  
The research team also analyzed the relationship between an officer’s current 
assignment location and his/her turnover intentions, organizational commitment, burnout, 
and perceived availability of job alternatives.  Figure 5 shows the distribution of officers.  
In order to test these various relationships, a One-Way ANOVA was conducted for each 
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test.  The dependent variable was the construct or dimension of the construct and the 
independent variable was the respondent’s answer to Item 66 of the survey (“Are you 
currently stationed in any of the following locations: Hanscom AFB, Los Angeles AFB, 
the DC area, or Wright Patterson AFB? If so, please specify which location.”).  The 
research team chose to single out the specified bases because the majority of Acquisition 
Budget and Cost Analysis jobs are assigned to those locations.  The research team wanted 
to explore whether or not an officer’s assignment to one of these locations impacts the 
chances of the officer deciding to separate from the Air Force. 
 
Figure 5.  Current Assignment Locations 
 
 The tests that proved to be statistically significant were disengagement (p-value = 
0.044), exhaustion (p-value = 0.022), and crystallization of alternatives (p-value = 0.021) 
(Table 25).  Officers in the DC area reported being the least exhausted (mean value = 
4.1742) and most engaged in their work (mean value = 4.1039), while officers at 
Hanscom Air Force Base reported being the most disengaged (mean value = 3.2353) and 
officers who were at “Other” locations (e.g. overseas bases, the majority of base-level 
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and MAJCOM FM jobs) were the most exhausted (mean value = 3.6222) (Figure 6 and 
Table 26).  In regards to crystallization of alternatives (Items 49 and 50 of the survey), 
officers in Los Angeles reported the highest mean value (3.3846), while officers at 
“Other” locations reported the lowest mean value (2.1090) (Table 26).  In other words, 
the value of 3.3846 reveals that officers in Los Angeles leaned towards “Slightly 
Disagree” and the value of 2.1090 reveals that officers in “Other” locations leaned 
towards “Moderately Disagree” when presented with the statements: “Right now, I have a 
job offer ‘on the table’ from outside of the active duty Air Force, if I choose to take it” 
and “I have found a better alternative than my present job.”  These findings suggest that 
officers in Los Angeles are more susceptible to seek civilian employment than their peers 
stationed in other locations.  These officers in Los Angeles also reported the highest 
mean value for Desirability of Movement and second highest mean value for both 
turnover intentions and Networking.  It can be inferred that officers in Los Angeles tend 
to view civilian employment as more favorable than their Air Force jobs, have contacts 
that can assist with finding civilian employment, and have a higher likelihood of turnover 
than officers stationed elsewhere (except when compared to officers currently stationed at 
Hanscom AFB who report the highest mean value for turnover intentions).  
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Table 26.  SPSS One-Way ANOVA Output for Current Locations 
ANOVA 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
TIS Between Groups 3.585 4 .896 1.294 .273 
Within Groups 159.333 230 .693   
Total 162.918 234    
OCQ Between Groups 3.714 4 .929 1.270 .282 
Within Groups 168.141 230 .731   
Total 171.855 234    
Disengagement Between Groups 11.567 4 2.892 2.486 .044 
Within Groups 267.568 230 1.163   
Total 279.135 234    
Exhaustion Between Groups 11.357 4 2.839 2.922 .022 
Within Groups 223.512 230 .972   
Total 234.869 234    
EaseofMovement Between Groups 5.824 4 1.456 2.185 .071 
Within Groups 153.257 230 .666   
Total 159.081 234    
DesirabilityofMoveme
nt 
Between Groups 10.345 4 2.586 1.730 .144 
Within Groups 343.887 230 1.495   
Total 354.232 234    
Networking Between Groups 10.299 4 2.575 2.205 .069 
Within Groups 268.519 230 1.167   
Total 278.818 234    
CrystallizationofAlt Between Groups 21.255 4 5.314 2.949 .021 
Within Groups 414.420 230 1.802   
Total 435.674 234    
Mobility Between Groups 2.333 4 .583 .534 .711 
Within Groups 189.947 174 1.092   
Total 192.281 178    
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Table 27.  SPSS Descriptive Statistics for Current Locations 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence Interval for Mean 
Min Max Lower Bound Upper Bound 
TIS OTHER 133 2.9449 .88495 .07673 2.7931 3.0967 1.00 4.83 
HANSCOM 17 3.2843 .60600 .14698 2.9727 3.5959 2.17 4.00 
LOS ANGELES 13 3.2308 .67199 .18638 2.8247 3.6368 2.17 4.67 
DC AREA 33 2.8081 .85200 .14831 2.5060 3.1102 1.67 4.50 
WRIGHT PATT 39 2.9231 .75107 .12027 2.6796 3.1665 1.50 4.17 
Total 235 2.9624 .83440 .05443 2.8552 3.0696 1.00 4.83 
OCQ OTHER 133 4.4366 .89516 .07762 4.2831 4.5901 1.67 5.80 
HANSCOM 17 4.3412 .73025 .17711 3.9657 4.7166 2.87 5.53 
LOS ANGELES 13 4.2769 .77117 .21388 3.8109 4.7429 2.33 5.20 
DC AREA 33 4.7354 .78093 .13594 4.4584 5.0123 2.67 5.67 
WRIGHT PATT 39 4.3470 .84579 .13544 4.0728 4.6212 2.73 5.93 
Total 235 4.4479 .85699 .05590 4.3378 4.5581 1.67 5.93 
Disengage
ment 
OTHER 133 3.7905 1.10329 .09567 3.6013 3.9798 1.00 6.00 
HANSCOM 17 3.2353 1.11225 .26976 2.6634 3.8072 1.71 5.57 
LOS ANGELES 13 3.3187 1.10834 .30740 2.6489 3.9884 1.43 5.00 
DC AREA 33 4.1039 1.00272 .17455 3.7483 4.4594 2.14 6.00 
WRIGHT PATT 39 3.6630 1.02832 .16466 3.3297 3.9963 1.71 5.57 
Total 235 3.7471 1.09219 .07125 3.6067 3.8875 1.00 6.00 
Exhaustion OTHER 133 3.6222 1.02473 .08885 3.4464 3.7979 1.00 6.00 
HANSCOM 17 4.0441 .94056 .22812 3.5605 4.5277 2.25 5.50 
LOS ANGELES 13 3.8269 1.09870 .30472 3.1630 4.4909 1.50 6.00 
DC AREA 33 4.1742 .97975 .17055 3.8268 4.5216 2.38 6.00 
WRIGHT PATT 39 3.9968 .81992 .13129 3.7310 4.2626 2.00 5.50 
Total 235 3.8037 1.00185 .06535 3.6750 3.9325 1.00 6.00 
EaseofMov
ement 
OTHER 133 5.1654 .82534 .07157 5.0238 5.3070 2.00 6.00 
HANSCOM 17 5.0392 .94929 .23024 4.5511 5.5273 3.00 6.00 
LOS ANGELES 13 4.9231 .80684 .22378 4.4355 5.4106 4.00 6.00 
DC AREA 33 5.4545 .60563 .10543 5.2398 5.6693 4.00 6.00 
WRIGHT PATT 39 4.9316 .87919 .14078 4.6466 5.2166 2.33 6.00 
Total 235 5.1447 .82452 .05379 5.0387 5.2506 2.00 6.00 
Desirability
ofMoveme
nt 
OTHER 133 3.7719 1.25621 .10893 3.5565 3.9874 1.00 6.00 
HANSCOM 17 4.2745 1.37050 .33239 3.5699 4.9792 1.00 6.00 
LOS ANGELES 13 4.3590 1.09258 .30303 3.6987 5.0192 2.67 6.00 
DC AREA 33 3.8485 1.12759 .19629 3.4487 4.2483 1.67 6.00 
WRIGHT PATT 39 3.5556 1.15301 .18463 3.1818 3.9293 1.33 6.00 
Total 235 3.8156 1.23037 .08026 3.6575 3.9737 1.00 6.00 
Networking OTHER 133 4.0727 1.03584 .08982 3.8950 4.2504 1.67 6.00 
HANSCOM 17 4.0392 1.42830 .34641 3.3049 4.7736 1.00 6.00 
LOS ANGELES 13 4.0769 .98276 .27257 3.4830 4.6708 2.67 6.00 
DC AREA 33 4.4848 1.02433 .17831 4.1216 4.8481 2.00 6.00 
WRIGHT PATT 39 3.7265 1.13651 .18199 3.3581 4.0949 1.00 5.67 
Total 235 4.0709 1.09157 .07121 3.9306 4.2112 1.00 6.00 
Crystallizati
onofAlt 
OTHER 133 2.1090 1.29880 .11262 1.8862 2.3318 1.00 6.00 
HANSCOM 17 2.3529 1.56888 .38051 1.5463 3.1596 1.00 6.00 
LOS ANGELES 13 3.3846 1.38675 .38462 2.5466 4.2226 1.00 5.50 
DC AREA 33 2.4242 1.44763 .25200 1.9109 2.9376 1.00 6.00 
WRIGHT PATT 39 2.1154 1.27971 .20492 1.7006 2.5302 1.00 5.50 
Total 235 2.2426 1.36450 .08901 2.0672 2.4179 1.00 6.00 
Mobility OTHER 105 5.1048 1.00778 .09835 4.9097 5.2998 2.00 6.00 
HANSCOM 11 5.3636 .94815 .28588 4.7267 6.0006 3.00 6.00 
LOS ANGELES 7 5.5238 .71640 .27077 4.8613 6.1864 4.33 6.00 
DC AREA 27 4.9877 1.38823 .26717 4.4385 5.5368 1.00 6.00 
WRIGHT PATT 29 5.0805 .88933 .16515 4.7422 5.4187 2.67 6.00 
Total 179 5.1155 1.03934 .07768 4.9622 5.2688 1.00 6.00 
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Figure 6.  Burnout Based on Current Location 
Impact of Deployments on Turnover Intentions, Organizational Commitment, and 
Burnout 
 
The research team conducted One-Way ANOVA tests to analyze the impact of 
deployments on an officer’s turnover intentions, organizational commitment, and 
burnout.  The dependent variable was the construct or dimension of the construct and the 
independent variable was the respondent’s answer to Item 68 of the survey (“Have you 
completed any deployments?”).  The distribution of deployments is shown in Figure 7.   
Turnover intentions (p-value = 0.049) and disengagement (p-value = 0.003) 
proved to be statistically significant (Table 27).  Officers who have deployed at least once 
reported slightly lower intentions of separating from the Air Force (mean value = 2.8694) 
than their peers who have not deployed (mean value = 3.0858) (Table 28).  Additionally, 
officers who have deployed reported being more engaged (mean value = 3.9307) than 
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officers who have not deployed (mean value = 3.5035) (Table 28).  These findings will 
be discussed further in Chapter V. 
 
 
Figure 7.  Deployment Distribution 
 
Table 28.  SPSS One-Way ANOVA Output for Deployments 
ANOVA 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
TIS Between Groups 2.697 1 2.697 3.922 .049 
Within Groups 160.221 233 .688   
Total 162.918 234    
OCQ Between Groups 1.822 1 1.822 2.496 .115 
Within Groups 170.034 233 .730   
Total 171.855 234    
Disengagement Between Groups 10.509 1 10.509 9.115 .003 
Within Groups 268.626 233 1.153   
Total 279.135 234    
Exhaustion Between Groups .104 1 .104 .103 .748 
Within Groups 234.764 233 1.008   
Total 234.869 234    
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Table 29.  SPSS Descriptive Output for Deployments 
Descriptives 
 
N Mean 
Std. Dev. Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
for Mean 
Min Max Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
TIS DEPLOYMENTS 134 2.8694 .84919 .07336 2.7243 3.0145 1.00 4.83 
NO DEPLOYMENTS 101 3.0858 .80195 .07980 2.9275 3.2441 1.00 4.67 
Total 235 2.9624 .83440 .05443 2.8552 3.0696 1.00 4.83 
OCQ DEPLOYMENTS 134 4.5244 .85784 .07411 4.3778 4.6710 1.67 5.80 
NO DEPLOYMENTS 101 4.3465 .84947 .08453 4.1788 4.5142 1.93 5.93 
Total 235 4.4479 .85699 .05590 4.3378 4.5581 1.67 5.93 
Disengagement DEPLOYMENTS 134 3.9307 1.07101 .09252 3.7477 4.1137 1.00 6.00 
NO DEPLOYMENTS 101 3.5035 1.07733 .10720 3.2909 3.7162 1.29 6.00 
Total 235 3.7471 1.09219 .07125 3.6067 3.8875 1.00 6.00 
Exhaustion DEPLOYMENTS 134 3.7854 1.01082 .08732 3.6127 3.9582 1.00 6.00 
NO DEPLOYMENTS 101 3.8280 .99434 .09894 3.6317 4.0243 1.50 6.00 
Total 235 3.8037 1.00185 .06535 3.6750 3.9325 1.00 6.00 
 
 
Impact of Gender on Turnover Intentions, Organizational Commitment, and Burnout 
 
 An analysis of variance test was conducted to determine if any significant 
differences existed between genders in regards to turnover intentions, organizational 
commitment, and burnout.  The distribution of the genders is displayed in Figure 8.  The 
only dimension that proved to be statistically significant was exhaustion (Table 29).  
Female officers reported being slightly more exhausted (mean value = 3.5482) than their 
male counterparts (mean value = 3.8855) (Table 30). 
 
Figure 8.  Gender Distribution 
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Table 30. SPSS One-Way ANOVA Output for Gender 
ANOVA 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
TIS Between Groups .080 1 .080 .114 .736 
Within Groups 162.838 233 .699   
Total 162.918 234    
OCQ Between Groups .003 1 .003 .004 .953 
Within Groups 171.853 233 .738   
Total 171.855 234    
Disengagement Between Groups .011 1 .011 .009 .923 
Within Groups 279.123 233 1.198   
Total 279.135 234    
Exhaustion Between Groups 4.912 1 4.912 4.977 .027 
Within Groups 229.957 233 .987   
Total 234.869 234    
 
Table 31.  SPSS Descriptive Output for Gender 
Descriptives 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
TIS Female 57 2.9298 .80545 .10669 2.7161 3.1435 1.00 4.17 
Male 178 2.9728 .84542 .06337 2.8478 3.0979 1.00 4.83 
Total 235 2.9624 .83440 .05443 2.8552 3.0696 1.00 4.83 
OCQ Female 57 4.4538 .83954 .11120 4.2310 4.6766 2.73 5.93 
Male 178 4.4461 .86483 .06482 4.3181 4.5740 1.67 5.80 
Total 235 4.4479 .85699 .05590 4.3378 4.5581 1.67 5.93 
Disengagement Female 57 3.7594 1.16876 .15481 3.4493 4.0695 1.29 6.00 
Male 178 3.7432 1.06995 .08020 3.5849 3.9014 1.00 6.00 
Total 235 3.7471 1.09219 .07125 3.6067 3.8875 1.00 6.00 
Exhaustion Female 57 3.5482 1.01131 .13395 3.2799 3.8166 1.50 5.50 
Male 178 3.8855 .98773 .07403 3.7394 4.0316 1.00 6.00 
Total 235 3.8037 1.00185 .06535 3.6750 3.9325 1.00 6.00 
 
 
Impact of Marital Status on Turnover Intentions, Organizational Commitment, and 
Burnout 
 
The research team analyzed the relationship between an officer’s marital status 
and his/her turnover intentions, organizational commitment, and burnout by conducting a 
One-Way ANOVA test.  The distribution of officers is shown in Figure 9.  Turnover 
intentions (p-value = 0.030) and disengagement (p-value = 0.001) proved to be 
statistically significant (Table 31).  Officers who indicated being divorced reported the 
lowest turnover intentions (mean value = 2.7333) and being the most engaged in their 
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work (mean value = 4.3143) (Table 32).  Although the test results were not statistically 
significant, divorced officers also reported the highest levels of organizational 
commitment (mean value = 4.6333).  Single officers expressed the highest turnover 
intentions (mean value = 3.1927) and being the most disengaged (mean value = 3.3549).  
However, the Air Force cannot control an officer’s marital status and therefore, senior 
leaders should not focus on the findings associated with this demographic category. 
 
Figure 9.  Marital Status Distribution 
Table 32. SPSS One-Way ANOVA Output for Marital Status 
ANOVA 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
TIS Between Groups 6.153 3 2.051 3.022 .030 
Within Groups 156.765 231 .679   
Total 162.918 234    
OCQ Between Groups 3.062 3 1.021 1.397 .244 
Within Groups 168.793 231 .731   
Total 171.855 234    
Disengagement Between Groups 19.753 3 6.584 5.864 .001 
Within Groups 259.382 231 1.123   
Total 279.135 234    
Exhaustion Between Groups 4.294 3 1.431 1.434 .234 
Within Groups 230.575 231 .998   
Total 234.869 234    
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Table 33.  SPSS Descriptive Output for Marital Status 
Descriptives 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
TIS SINGLE 64 3.1927 .75547 .09443 3.0040 3.3814 1.67 4.67 
MARRIED TO 
CIV 
132 2.8434 .84678 .07370 2.6976 2.9892 1.00 4.83 
MARRIED TO 
MIL 
29 3.0747 .76192 .14149 2.7849 3.3645 1.83 4.83 
DIVORCED 10 2.7333 1.08639 .34355 1.9562 3.5105 1.00 4.17 
Total 235 2.9624 .83440 .05443 2.8552 3.0696 1.00 4.83 
OCQ SINGLE 64 4.2885 .82236 .10279 4.0831 4.4940 1.73 5.93 
MARRIED TO 
CIV 
132 4.5298 .87604 .07625 4.3790 4.6806 1.67 5.80 
MARRIED TO 
MIL 
29 4.3632 .71793 .13332 4.0901 4.6363 3.13 5.47 
DIVORCED 10 4.6333 1.11654 .35308 3.8346 5.4321 2.80 5.67 
Total 235 4.4479 .85699 .05590 4.3378 4.5581 1.67 5.93 
Disengage
ment 
SINGLE 64 3.3549 .99789 .12474 3.1056 3.6042 1.29 5.29 
MARRIED TO 
CIV 
132 3.9448 1.07118 .09323 3.7604 4.1292 1.29 6.00 
MARRIED TO 
MIL 
29 3.5172 1.08153 .20083 3.1059 3.9286 1.00 5.29 
DIVORCED 10 4.3143 1.22853 .38850 3.4354 5.1931 2.43 6.00 
Total 235 3.7471 1.09219 .07125 3.6067 3.8875 1.00 6.00 
Exhaustion SINGLE 64 3.6445 1.06654 .13332 3.3781 3.9109 1.50 6.00 
MARRIED TO 
CIV 
132 3.9186 .92554 .08056 3.7592 4.0779 1.50 6.00 
MARRIED TO 
MIL 
29 3.6250 1.14272 .21220 3.1903 4.0597 1.00 5.75 
DIVORCED 10 3.8250 1.06099 .33551 3.0660 4.5840 2.25 5.75 
Total 235 3.8037 1.00185 .06535 3.6750 3.9325 1.00 6.00 
 
Impact of Commissioning Source on Turnover Intentions, Organizational Commitment, 
Burnout, Perceived Availability of Job Alternatives, and Job Hunt Intentions 
 
 The impact of commissioning source on the following constructs was tested by 
conducting a One-Way ANOVA test: turnover intentions organizational commitment, 
burnout, and perceived availability of job alternatives.  Figure 10 represents the 
distribution of the commissioning sources.  Turnover intentions (p-value = 0.005), 
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organizational commitment (p-value = 0.026), disengagement (p-value = 0.000), and 
desirability of movement (p-value = 0.038) all proved to be statistically significant (Table 
33).  Officers who indicated commissioning through the Air Force Academy reported the 
highest likelihood of turnover (mean value = 3.2126), lowest organizational commitment 
(mean value = 4.2164), highest level of disengagement (mean value = 3.2650), and 
highest score for desirability of movement (mean value = 4.1304) (Table 34).  
Conversely, officers who commissioned via ROTC reported the lowest likelihood of 
turnover (mean value = 2.7879), highest level of organizational commitment (mean value 
= 4.5663), lowest level of disengagement (mean value = 4.0664), and lowest score for 
desirability of movement (mean value = 3.6498).  These findings will be discussed 
further in Chapter V. 
 
Figure 10. Commissioning Source Distribution 
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Table 34. SPSS One-Way ANOVA Output for Commissioning Source 
ANOVA 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
TIS Between Groups 7.338 2 3.669 5.462 .005 
Within Groups 155.183 231 .672   
Total 162.521 233    
OCQ Between Groups 5.333 2 2.666 3.700 .026 
Within Groups 166.475 231 .721   
Total 171.807 233    
Disengagement Between Groups 26.146 2 13.073 11.951 .000 
Within Groups 252.697 231 1.094   
Total 278.843 233    
Exhaustion Between Groups 4.727 2 2.364 2.376 .095 
Within Groups 229.814 231 .995   
Total 234.541 233    
EaseofMovement Between Groups .368 2 .184 .268 .765 
Within Groups 158.484 231 .686   
Total 158.851 233    
DesirabilityofMovement Between Groups 9.863 2 4.932 3.315 .038 
Within Groups 343.700 231 1.488   
Total 353.564 233    
Networking Between Groups .995 2 .497 .415 .661 
Within Groups 276.956 231 1.199   
Total 277.951 233    
CrystallizationofAlt Between Groups 5.922 2 2.961 1.603 .203 
Within Groups 426.650 231 1.847   
Total 432.573 233    
Mobility Between Groups 1.278 2 .639 .588 .557 
Within Groups 190.216 175 1.087   
Total 191.494 177    
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Table 35. SPSS Descriptive Output for Commissioning Source 
 
 Additionally, a One-Way ANOVA was conducted to see if there was a significant 
difference between commissioning sources and an officer’s intent to search for a civilian 
job within a few years of his/her active duty service commitment (Item 8 of the survey).  
Descriptives 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
TIS ROTC 99 2.7879 .75885 .07627 2.6365 2.9392 1.00 4.17 
USAFA 69 3.2126 .74584 .08979 3.0334 3.3917 1.50 4.67 
OTS 66 2.9722 .96812 .11917 2.7342 3.2102 1.17 4.83 
Total 234 2.9651 .83517 .05460 2.8575 3.0727 1.00 4.83 
OCQ ROTC 99 4.5663 .79991 .08039 4.4068 4.7259 1.67 5.80 
USAFA 69 4.2164 .88483 .10652 4.0039 4.4290 1.73 5.80 
OTS 66 4.5091 .88170 .10853 4.2923 4.7258 1.93 5.93 
Total 234 4.4470 .85870 .05614 4.3364 4.5576 1.67 5.93 
Disengagement ROTC 99 4.0664 1.00173 .10068 3.8666 4.2662 1.71 6.00 
USAFA 69 3.2650 .99376 .11963 3.0263 3.5037 1.29 5.29 
OTS 66 3.7641 1.15827 .14257 3.4793 4.0488 1.00 6.00 
Total 234 3.7448 1.09396 .07151 3.6039 3.8857 1.00 6.00 
Exhaustion ROTC 99 3.9634 .92034 .09250 3.7798 4.1469 1.50 6.00 
USAFA 69 3.6431 .97799 .11774 3.4082 3.8781 1.50 5.50 
OTS 66 3.7235 1.12158 .13806 3.4478 3.9992 1.00 5.75 
Total 234 3.8013 1.00330 .06559 3.6721 3.9305 1.00 6.00 
EaseofMovement ROTC 99 5.1347 .76919 .07731 4.9813 5.2881 2.00 6.00 
USAFA 69 5.1063 .77648 .09348 4.9197 5.2928 3.67 6.00 
OTS 66 5.2071 .95678 .11777 4.9719 5.4423 2.33 6.00 
Total 234 5.1467 .82569 .05398 5.0404 5.2531 2.00 6.00 
DesirabilityofMov
ement 
ROTC 99 3.6498 1.16192 .11678 3.4181 3.8816 1.00 6.00 
USAFA 69 4.1304 1.13215 .13629 3.8585 4.4024 1.67 6.00 
OTS 66 3.7475 1.38250 .17017 3.4076 4.0873 1.00 6.00 
Total 234 3.8191 1.23184 .08053 3.6604 3.9777 1.00 6.00 
Networking ROTC 99 4.1111 1.14781 .11536 3.8822 4.3400 1.33 6.00 
USAFA 69 3.9662 1.03870 .12505 3.7167 4.2157 1.00 6.00 
OTS 66 4.1061 1.07044 .13176 3.8429 4.3692 2.00 6.00 
Total 234 4.0670 1.09221 .07140 3.9263 4.2076 1.00 6.00 
CrystallizationofA
lt 
ROTC 99 2.1566 1.24262 .12489 1.9087 2.4044 1.00 5.50 
USAFA 69 2.4783 1.43853 .17318 2.1327 2.8238 1.00 6.00 
OTS 66 2.0985 1.43907 .17714 1.7447 2.4523 1.00 6.00 
Total 234 2.2350 1.36255 .08907 2.0596 2.4105 1.00 6.00 
Mobility ROTC 74 5.0270 1.03037 .11978 4.7883 5.2657 1.00 6.00 
USAFA 46 5.2391 1.00287 .14786 4.9413 5.5369 2.67 6.00 
OTS 58 5.1149 1.08786 .14284 4.8289 5.4010 2.00 6.00 
Total 178 5.1105 1.04014 .07796 4.9566 5.2643 1.00 6.00 
60 
This test proved to be statistically significant (p-value = 0.008).  As shown in Table 36 
and Figure 7, officers who commissioned through the Air Force Academy reported the 
highest intentions of searching for a job upon reaching the end of their service 
commitments (mean value = 4.23), while ROTC graduates reported the lowest levels 
(mean value = 3.38).   
Table 36. SPSS One-Way ANOVA Output for Job Hunt Intention 
ANOVA 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Job Hunt Intention Between Groups 29.261 2 14.631 4.889 .008 
Within Groups 691.234 231 2.992   
Total 720.496 233    
 
Table 37.  SPSS Descriptive Output for Job Hunt Intention 
Descriptives 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Job Hunt 
Intention 
ROTC 99 3.38 1.730 .174 3.04 3.73 1 6 
USAFA 69 4.23 1.610 .194 3.85 4.62 1 6 
OTS 66 3.71 1.846 .227 3.26 4.17 1 6 
Total 234 3.73 1.758 .115 3.50 3.95 1 6 
 
 
Figure 11. Job Hunt Intentions 
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Impact of Rank on Turnover Intentions, Org Commitment, and Burnout 
 
The relationship between an officer’s rank and his/her turnover intentions, 
organizational commitment, and burnout was analyzed by conducting a One-Way 
ANOVA test.  Turnover intentions (p-value = 0.005), organizational commitment (p-
value = 0.008), and disengagement (p-value = 0.000) proved to be statistically significant 
(Table 37).  First lieutenants expressed the highest likelihood of turnover (mean value = 
3.2237), lowest value of organizational commitment (mean value = 4.2474), and highest 
value of disengagement (mean value = 3.1842) (Table 38).  Majors reported the highest 
level of organizational commitment (mean value = 4.8144) and lowest level of 
disengagement (mean value = 4.2548).  Second lieutenants reported the lowest intent of 
separating from the Air Force and highest level of organizational commitment when 
compared to other CGOs (First Lieutenants and Captains).  All ranks of FGOs reported 
more engagement with and more commitment to their work than CGOs.  Lastly, even 
though the results were not statistically significant, first lieutenants reported being the 
most exhausted (mean value = 3.6349), followed by majors (mean value = 3.6486).  
Chapter V will discuss the implications of these findings. 
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Table 38.  SPSS One-Way ANOVA Output for Rank 
ANOVA 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
TIS Between Groups 11.452 5 2.290 3.463 .005 
Within Groups 151.466 229 .661   
Total 162.918 234    
OCQ Between Groups 11.293 5 2.259 3.221 .008 
Within Groups 160.562 229 .701   
Total 171.855 234    
Disengagem
ent 
Between Groups 28.957 5 5.791 5.301 .000 
Within Groups 250.177 229 1.092   
Total 279.135 234    
Exhaustion Between Groups 6.882 5 1.376 1.383 .232 
Within Groups 227.986 229 .996   
Total 234.869 234    
 
Table 39. SPSS Descriptive Output for Rank 
Descriptives 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence Interval for Mean 
Min Max Lower Bound Upper Bound 
TIS 0-1 32 3.0469 .79451 .14045 2.7604 3.3333 1.67 4.50 
0-2 38 3.2237 .77234 .12529 2.9698 3.4775 1.50 4.67 
0-3 79 3.0865 .79388 .08932 2.9087 3.2643 1.00 4.83 
0-4 37 2.6532 .81780 .13445 2.3805 2.9258 1.17 4.50 
0-5 41 2.8130 .89458 .13971 2.5306 3.0954 1.17 4.83 
0-6 8 2.3542 .80887 .28598 1.6779 3.0304 1.00 3.33 
Total 235 2.9624 .83440 .05443 2.8552 3.0696 1.00 4.83 
OCQ 0-1 32 4.4813 .87280 .15429 4.1666 4.7959 2.73 5.93 
0-2 38 4.2474 .79637 .12919 3.9856 4.5091 2.33 5.53 
0-3 79 4.2481 .84408 .09497 4.0590 4.4372 1.73 5.80 
0-4 37 4.8144 .75312 .12381 4.5633 5.0655 2.80 5.80 
0-5 41 4.6163 .90662 .14159 4.3301 4.9024 1.67 5.80 
0-6 8 4.6833 .81162 .28695 4.0048 5.3619 3.33 5.67 
Total 235 4.4479 .85699 .05590 4.3378 4.5581 1.67 5.93 
Disengage
ment 
0-1 32 3.5134 1.09271 .19317 3.1194 3.9074 1.71 5.57 
0-2 38 3.1842 .91317 .14814 2.8841 3.4844 1.29 4.86 
0-3 79 3.6781 1.09000 .12263 3.4340 3.9223 1.00 6.00 
0-4 37 4.2548 .99667 .16385 3.9225 4.5871 2.00 6.00 
0-5 41 4.0279 1.05231 .16434 3.6957 4.3600 2.00 6.00 
0-6 8 4.2500 1.16996 .41364 3.2719 5.2281 2.57 6.00 
Total 235 3.7471 1.09219 .07125 3.6067 3.8875 1.00 6.00 
Exhaustion 0-1 32 3.7227 1.01189 .17888 3.3578 4.0875 1.88 6.00 
0-2 38 3.6349 1.08638 .17623 3.2778 3.9920 1.50 5.50 
0-3 79 3.8576 .98277 .11057 3.6375 4.0777 1.00 5.75 
0-4 37 3.6486 .68455 .11254 3.4204 3.8769 2.00 5.00 
0-5 41 3.9238 1.16185 .18145 3.5571 4.2905 1.50 6.00 
0-6 8 4.5000 .95431 .33740 3.7022 5.2978 3.13 6.00 
Total 235 3.8037 1.00185 .06535 3.6750 3.9325 1.00 6.00 
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Impact of AFIT Program 
 
 A One-Way ANOVA was conducted to determine the impact of participating in 
the AFIT GCA graduate degree program and an officer’s intention to search for a job 
upon approaching the end of their service commitment, turnover intentions, 
organizational commitment, and burnout.  None of the relationships proved to be 
statistically significant (Table 39).  The results of this analysis will be discussed further in 
Chapter V. 
Table 40. SPSS One-Way ANOVA Output for AFIT 
ANOVA 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Job Hunt Intention Between Groups 7.305 1 7.305 2.377 .125 
Within Groups 716.158 233 3.074   
Total 723.464 234    
TIS Between Groups .081 1 .081 .116 .734 
Within Groups 162.837 233 .699   
Total 162.918 234    
OCQ Between Groups .380 1 .380 .517 .473 
Within Groups 171.475 233 .736   
Total 171.855 234    
Disengagement Between Groups .047 1 .047 .039 .844 
Within Groups 279.088 233 1.198   
Total 279.135 234    
Exhaustion Between Groups 2.703 1 2.703 2.712 .101 
Within Groups 232.166 233 .996   
Total 234.869 234    
 
Long-Term versus Short-Term Retention 
 
 The research team analyzed long-term and short-term retention goals between two 
different demographic groups: CGOs and FGOs.  We found that 15.5% of 65Fx/65Wx 
CGOs (N = 149) and 18.6% FGOs (N = 86) do not intend to serve beyond their current 
service commitment (Table 40).  Officers that have reached the 20-year time-in-service 
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mark were included in this analysis, which implies that some of these FGO officers are 
most likely deciding to retire upon completion of their service commitment.  The 
65Fx/65Wx officer work force reports similar results when compared to the total Air 
Force, as reported in Chapter II’s Table 6.  In the 2014 Status of Forces survey, 19% of 
CGOs and 18% of FGOs in the 2014 Status of Forces survey indicated that they were 
“unlikely” or “very unlikely” to continue service in the Air Force in the short-run. 
 For long-term retention, 19.5% of 65Fx/65Wx CGOs and 2.0% of FGOs reported 
that they “strongly disagree” or “moderately disagree” with having a desire to serve for at 
least 20 years (Table 41).  These numbers suggest that 65Fx/65Wx FGOs are more prone 
to have the goal of retirement in their minds than FGOs in other career fields (8% of 
FGOs reported not wanting to make the Air Force a career), as shown earlier in Table 7 
of Chapter II.  The findings for the 65Fx/65Wx CGOs did not differ greatly from the total 
Air Force (where 18% of CGOs reported not wanting to make the Air Force a career). 
Table 41.  Long-Term Retention Goals 
  Percentages for Each Response Value 
Pay 
Grade 
1 – 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 – 
Moderately 
Disagree 
3 – 
Slightly 
Disagree 
4 – 
Slightly 
Agree 
5 – 
Moderately 
Agree 
6 – 
Strongly 
Agree 
O1-O3 11.4% 8.1% 10.1% 18.1% 18.1% 34.2% 
O4-O6 0% 2.0% 0% 12.2% 8.2% 77.6% 
N = 198 (149 CGOs, 49 FGOs) 
 
Table 42.  Short-Term Retention Goals 
  Percentages for Each Response Value 
Pay 
Grade 
1 – 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 – 
Moderately 
Disagree 
3 – 
Slightly 
Disagree 
4 – 
Slightly 
Agree 
5 – 
Moderately 
Agree 
6 – 
Strongly 
Agree 
O1-O3 8.1%% 7.4% 14.1% 23.5% 17.4% 29.5% 
O4-O6 15.1% 3.5% 5.8% 20.9% 17.4% 37.2% 
N = 235 (149 CGOs, 86 FGOs)  
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Linear Regression on Turnover Intentions 
 A linear regression was conducted to determine which independent factors have 
the strongest effect on turnover intentions.  The research team found that disengagement 
had the strongest effect on turnover intentions.  That is, it resulted in the highest absolute 
value of the beta coefficient, as shown in Table 42.  Organizational commitment had the 
second strongest effect on turnover intentions. 
Table 43.  Linear Regression Output 
Coefficientsa 
Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 5.099 .291  17.538 .000 
OCQ -.206 .056 -.212 -3.713 .000 
Disengagement -.274 .048 -.358 -5.685 .000 
Exhaustion -.131 .038 -.157 -3.469 .001 
EaseofMovement -.057 .045 -.057 -1.273 .204 
DesirabilityofMovement .132 .037 .195 3.559 .000 
Networking -.024 .033 -.032 -.724 .470 
CrystallizationofAlt .085 .028 .138 3.054 .003 
Commissioned Years in 
Service 
-.023 .010 -.183 -2.291 .023 
Time In Service (Years) .020 .009 .175 2.186 .030 
a. Dependent Variable: TIS 
Summary 
This chapter detailed a thorough analysis of the data and its associated results.  It 
identified the sample population and statistical tests used to determine the normality and 
reliability of the data.  Each hypothesis was tested and its associated results were 
reported.  Additionally, extensive post-hoc analyses were conducted.  The subsequent 
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chapter will include the limitations of this study, the research team’s conclusions, and 
recommendations for action and further research. 
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V. Conclusions 
Chapter Overview 
 This chapter answers the study’s research questions, as well as identifies key 
takeaways from the research effort.  Next, the research team outlines the limitations of 
this study and proposes recommendations to both senior financial management leadership 
and the financial management development team.  Lastly, we recommend future research 
efforts based upon our findings. 
Research Findings 
Research Question:  What demographic factors (if any) are influencing 65Fx and 65Wx 
officers to separate from the active duty Air Force before the 20-year time-in-service 
mark? 
 
Findings:  For the first research question, we found that the following demographics 
impacted an officer’s desire to separate from the active duty Air Force before the 20-year 
time-in-service mark: commissioning source, rank, marital status, time in service, and 
deployment experience.  Demographics such as gender, current assignment location, and 
job type were not found to have statistically significant impacts on turnover intentions. 
Commissioning Source.  Officers who commissioned via the United States Air 
Force Academy reported higher turnover intentions (mean = 3.2126), while officers who 
commissioned via ROTC reported the lowest likelihood of turnover (mean = 2.7879) 
(Table 34).  Turnover intentions are measured on a 5-point Likert scale, with “5” being 
the highest likelihood of turnover and “1” being the lowest.  A mean value of 3.2126 
leans toward the upper half of the scale.  This finding shows that a significant difference 
exists between the views of ROTC graduates and USAFA graduates; however, the 
research team cannot make any valid assumptions based solely on our quantitative 
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dataset.  Based on the information in Table 34, officers who commissioned via the Air 
Force Academy reported higher scores (mean = 4.1304) than ROTC officers (mean = 
3.6498) for the “Desirability of Movement” dimension within the Employment 
Opportunity Index construct.  This dimension measured the respondent’s views in the 
sense that separating from the Air Force would result in obtaining a better job in the 
civilian world.  For example, some of the survey items measured by this dimension 
included “By and large, the jobs I could get if I left the active duty Air Force are superior 
to the job I have now” and “If I looked for a job, I would probably wind up with a better 
job than the one I have now.”  By examining the quantitative results, Air Force Academy 
graduates tend to believe that they would end up with a more favorable job if they ended 
their military service and pursued civilian careers, which could explain the scores 
associated with a higher likelihood of turnover.  Officers who commissioned via OTS 
consistently reported values in between Air Force Academy graduates and ROTC 
graduates for all constructs. 
Time-In-Service.  Officers with 10 years or less of service express a lower desire 
of serving for at least 20 years (mean = 2.91) than officers who have served for more than 
10 years (mean = 1.46).  This means that officers with 10 years or less of service lean 
towards “slightly agreeing” with aiming to serve for 20 years, while officers in the other 
group lean towards “strongly agreeing” with aiming to serve for 20 years.  In alignment 
with this finding, one respondent stated, “I am already at 11 years, so I am committed to 
staying until 20 years.”   
The research team also identified that a statistically significant difference 
concerning turnover intentions exists once an officer has served for eight or more years.  
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That is, officers who have served for eight or more years are more likely to stay in the Air 
Force for a full career than officers who have not yet reached the eight-year mark.  The 
research team assumed that the majority of officers who do not possess the desire to 
make the Air Force their career decide to separate before reaching eight years of service.   
Deployment Experience.  Officers that have served in at least one deployment 
reported lower likelihood of separating from the Air Force (mean = 2.8694) than those 
who have not deployed (mean = 3.0858).  This might be correlated with an officer’s rank 
and time-in-service because most Second Lieutenants and First Lieutenants are not tasked 
to deploy; only 9 out of 70 Lieutenants (8 prior-enlisted officers, 1 non-prior enlisted 
officer) that participated in the survey stated that they have completed at least one 
deployment.  In contrast, only 3 of the 86 Field Grade Officers reported not having 
completed a deployment. 
Additionally, a study on Air Force Civil Engineer officers found similar results 
regarding deployments.  “A positive relationship was found between the number of 
deployments with respect to job satisfaction” (Riddel, 2010).  The study also suggested 
that “deployments are beneficial to the retention of civil engineer company grade 
officers” and that these officers actually “prefer their deployed job over their garrison 
job.”  When 65Fx/65Wx officers deploy, they are exposed to how their FM work impacts 
the Air Force’s mission at both the strategic and operational levels - which can lead to 
increases in engagement and organizational commitment levels. 
Rank.  As stated in Chapter IV, Field Grade Officers reported lower turnover intentions 
than Company Grade Officers, which aligns with the time-in-service demographic 
findings.  First Lieutenants reported the highest likelihood of turnover (mean = 3.2237) 
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when compared to all other ranks, while Second Lieutenants report slightly lower 
likelihood of turnover (mean = 3.0469) than Captains (mean = 3.0865).   The research 
team also analyzed each rank’s retirement intentions.  The results are shown in Table 43, 
with 36% of First Lieutenant respondents (N = 38) stating that they “Strongly Disagree” 
or “Moderately Disagree” with having the goal to serve for at least 20 years. 
Table 44.  Retirement Intentions By Rank 
  Percentages for Each Response Value 
(“I aim to serve for at least 20 years”) 
 
Pay 
Grade 
1 – 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 – 
Moderately 
Disagree 
3 – 
Slightly 
Disagree 
4 – 
Slightly 
Agree 
5 – 
Moderately 
Agree 
6 – 
Strongly 
Agree 
Number of 
Respondents 
O1 6% 6% 6% 22% 9% 50% 32 
O2 18% 18% 18% 11% 16% 18% 38 
O3 10% 4% 8% 20% 23% 35% 79 
O4 0% 3% 0% 10% 14% 72% 29 
O5 0% 0% 0% 15% 0% 85% 20 
 
The reason as to why First Lieutenants report the highest turnover intentions when 
compared to other CGOs is still unknown.  However, when analyzing the “open-ended” 
comments section of the survey responses, the most common subject discussed revolved 
around the importance of leadership and effective mentorship (six respondents).  One 
respondent brought up the notion that supervisors should seek to give young officers 
work that is more challenging in order to increase engagement and job satisfaction levels.  
Some respondents expressed that they did not feel as if there was “much room for career 
progression as an FM officer” or that they do not see how the FM career field plays a 
vital role in the Air Force. 
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In contrast, an officer at Wright Patterson AFB expressed that the base holds 
monthly FM CGO mentor sessions with a FGO and that these mentor sessions “turned 
his/her mind around from wanting to get out of the FM career field and Air Force.”  The 
respondent went on to say that regular mentor sessions such as these “show CGOs that 
they matter and gives CGOs a different perspective on how the FM career field is viewed 
from a senior leader’s perspective.”  In a similar sense, one officer stated, “I think it’s 
important to get young FM officers exposure to why their job matters.  I wish I knew 
more about what ‘cool’ opportunities an FM officer gets to be a part of as an FGO… and 
what amount of impact a FM FGO can have on the Air Force’s priorities and mission.”  
Another officer stated, “ensuring young officers have good mentorship and leadership is 
the best route to retention” because “when a first assignment goes wrong due to various 
factors, it is really hard for an individual to change their mind [and want to pursue a 
career in the Air Force].” 
Next, five First Lieutenants expressed comments along the lines of “manning 
levels” and feeling “overworked.”  Due to current manning levels, some first lieutenants 
fill captain billets without the knowledge, experience, or wisdom - which can lead to 
increased levels of stress and exhaustion.  Of the 38 first lieutenants who participated in 
the survey, 39.5% (15 officers) indicated that they currently work in comptroller 
squadrons.  Lastly, four First Lieutenant respondents expressed the concept of family life 
making it difficult to stay in for 20 years.  For example, these respondents stated that their 
Air Force career makes it difficult for their spouse to also have a “thriving career,” 
whether the spouse is also active duty Air Force or a civilian.   
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Marital Status.  Divorced officers reported significantly lower turnover intentions 
(mean = 2.7333) than single officers (mean = 3.1927).  However, the Air Force cannot 
control an officer’s marital status, so this demographic will not be addressed in-depth.   
 
Research Question:  Do AFIT GCA graduates have higher turnover intentions than non-
AFIT GCA graduates? 
 
Findings:  As stated in Chapter IV, a One-Way ANOVA was conducted to determine the 
impact of undergoing the AFIT GCA graduate degree program on an officer’s turnover 
intentions.  The results of this test did not prove to be statistically significant (p-value = 
0.734) and suggest that no significant difference exists between the turnover intentions of 
AFIT graduates versus non-AFIT graduates.  Additionally, there was also no difference 
between organizational commitment levels or burnout levels. 
 These findings proved to be surprising to the research team since there is a notion 
that AFIT graduates are harder to retain than non-AFIT graduates.  By observing Table 3 
in Chapter I, we found that of the 54 officers who completed the AFIT GCA degree 
between FY04-FY12, only 22 still remain in the active duty Air Force (40.7%).  
Additionally, Table 44 shows that 15.1% of CGO respondents that indicated that they are 
AFIT graduates or currently enrolled in AFIT (N=33) chose “Strongly Disagree” or 
“Moderately Disagree” when presented with the item “I aim to serve for at least 20 years 
in the active duty Air Force,” compared with 20.5% of non-AFIT graduate respondents 
(N=116).  Of the seven respondents that completed the AFIT program and are currently 
ranked as Majors, 100% of them responded with “Strongly Agree” to aim to serve for 20 
years, compared with only 63.6% of non-AFIT Majors (N = 22) choosing “Strongly 
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Agree” (18.2% “Moderately Agree”, 13.7% “Slightly Agree”, 0% “Slightly Disagree”, 
4.5% “Moderately Disagree”, 0% “Strongly Disagree”).  
The survey findings suggest that sending an officer to AFIT does not increase the 
likelihood of the officer separating from the Air Force.  In fact, they suggest that sending 
an officer through the AFIT program may actually slightly increase an officer’s desire to 
remain in the service for at least 20 years.  However, when comparing the historical AFIT 
retention data (Table 3) and overall 65Fx/65Wx retention data for February 1991-July 
2016 (Table 2), the data shows that 40.7% of AFIT graduates (who were enrolled in the 
program during FY04-12) are still serving in the Air Force and that 45.1% of 65Fx/65Wx 
officers make it to the 20-year mark.  The 4.4% difference between the two datasets 
implies the suggestion that AFIT graduates have slightly higher turnover rates.  It is 
important to note that the survey findings may not align with the implications suggested 
by the historical dataset because 32 AFIT graduates (that have already separated from the 
Air Force between FY06-FY16) were not able to participate in the survey.  This may also 
explain why 100% of AFIT graduate respondents that are ranked as majors (N = 7) 
indicated that they “Strongly Agree” to serve for at least 20 years; it can be assumed that 
AFIT graduates that did not have the desire to serve for 20 years have already separated 
from the Air Force. 
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Table 45.  Retirement Intentions (AFIT GCA CGO’s vs. Non-AFIT GCA CGO’s) 
  Percentages for Each Response Value 
(“I aim to serve for at least 20 years”) 
 
Pay Grade 1 – 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 – 
Moderately 
Disagree 
3 – 
Slightly 
Disagree 
4 – 
Slightly 
Agree 
5 – 
Moderately 
Agree 
6 – 
Strongly 
Agree 
Number of 
Respondents 
AFIT 
CGOs 
12.1% 3% 12.1% 12.1% 30.3% 30.3% 33 
Non-AFIT 
CGOS 
11% 9.5% 9.5% 19.8% 14.7% 35.3% 116 
 
 Additionally, there exists a trend involving CGOs indicating a stronger desire to 
serve for 20-year careers when filling out the annual Department of Defense Status of 
Forces survey (48%) than actually depicted by historical retention rates (38%) (see Table 
45).  Our research found that of all the CGOs that completed our survey, 52.3% indicated 
wanting to serve for 20-year careers, as opposed to the historical retention rate of 45.1% 
for the career field.  Approximately 60% of AFIT CGOs indicated planning to stay for 
20-year careers, as opposed to 50% of non-AFIT CGOs. 
Table 46.  Historical Retention Rates versus Survey Findings 
 
*The respondents chose “Strongly Agree” or “Moderately Agree” when presented with 
“I aim to serve for at least 20 years in the active duty Air Force. 
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Research Question:  How do the constructs of employee burnout, organizational 
commitment, and perceived availability of job alternatives impact the 65Fx/65Wx officer 
workforce? 
 
Findings:   
Burnout.  In order to answer this research question, the research team conducted 
numerous statistical tests, as shown in Chapter IV.  For example, Hypothesis 1 examined 
the burnout levels among the different types of jobs in which 65Fx/65Wx officers 
currently serve.  We found that there was no statistically significant difference among the 
different types of jobs and their associated burnout levels (Table 13).  However, the 
research team did find that officers currently serving in comptroller squadrons reported 
slightly higher levels of exhaustion than all other job types (Table 14).  The job type with 
the lowest exhaustion level was cost analysis.  Officers serving in acquisition budget 
roles reported being the most disengaged (mean value = 3.3915), while officers serving in 
MAJCOM/Air Staff roles report being the most engaged (mean value = 3.8690).   
Additionally, the research team compared different assignment locations (Los 
Angeles AFB, Hanscom AFB, Wright Patterson AFB, DC area, and “Other”) to see how 
they affected burnout dimensions.  Officers at Hanscom AFB reported being the most 
disengaged from their work, while officers in the DC area reported being the least 
exhausted and most engaged in their work.  Officers serving in “Other” locations reported 
being the most exhausted; this finding may align with the results for comptroller 
squadron officers being the most exhausted, since the majority of these officers do not 
serve in Los Angeles AFB, Hanscom AFB, Wright Patterson AFB, or the DC area. 
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 The research team is unable to explain exactly why officers serving in acquisition 
budget roles report being the most disengaged from their work based on the quantitative 
results provided by our survey data.  However, by examining the open-ended comments 
section of the survey, some of these comments by current acquisition budget personnel 
highlight possible issues that result in disengagement:   
My acquisition experience at Hanscom AFB was completely 
underwhelming.  As a captain, I felt completely underutilized, 
unchallenged, and lost in the fray, despite my best efforts to get involved in 
the organization and take on extra duties. Our Program Manager (PM) 
counterparts hold all responsibility and our civil servant FM’ers are not 
very good at bringing young CGO FM officers into the fold. 
 
It feels like FM is never included and the PM role is the glorified poster 
child of the Acquisition workforce. I have been working incredibly hard to 
turn around the programs I am working for… [but] in the Acquisition world 
I am reminded daily that ‘I am just a functional.’ 
 
The FM acquisition career field seems geared toward civilians - officers 
sometimes seem like an afterthought… Sometimes they are not given 
programs to work as Financial Managers because programs are given to 
civilians for fear of deployments or lack of a backfill, so the CGOs are left 
with non-FM work (i.e. exec) or multiple additional duties. 
 
 Lastly, the research team also tested the relationship between an officer’s rank 
and his/her burnout levels.  We found that FGOs reported higher levels of engagement 
than CGOs, and that First Lieutenants reported being the most exhausted and most 
disengaged group (Table 38).  This finding holds relation with our finding that First 
Lieutenants report the highest likelihood of turnover when compared with the different 
ranks (Table 38).   
Organizational Commitment.  Hypothesis 2 examined the relationship between 
organizational commitment and turnover intentions.  The research team found that the 
more committed an officer is to the mission and values of the Air Force, the lower 
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likelihood that the officer will decide to voluntarily separate from the Air Force (Table 
17).  We also found that the commitment levels between FGOs and CGOs differed 
significantly (Table 37).  Field Grade Officers reported higher levels of commitment than 
CGOs, with First Lieutenants and Captains reporting the lowest levels of commitment.   
Perceived Availability of Job Alternatives.  Hypothesis 3 tested the levels of 
perceived availability of job alternatives between AFIT graduates and non-AFIT 
graduates.  The research team was surprised to find that there was no statistically 
significant difference between the two groups of officers (Table 18).  However, as 
mentioned previously in this chapter, these results may be skewed because 32 out of 54 
AFIT graduates have already separated from the Air Force during FY06-FY16.  The 
research team also examined current assignment locations and found that officers 
currently stationed in the DC area reported the highest scores for the “Networking” 
dimension and “Ease of Movement” dimension of the Employment Opportunity Index 
construct (Table 26); this means that they identified with having a vast network of 
contacts that could assist with securing a civilian job, as well as having many available 
job opportunities.  Additionally, the officers in the DC area reported the highest levels of 
organizational commitment, meaning that even though these officers feel as if they could 
easily secure a civilian job, their commitment to the Air Force stops them from deciding 
to separate.   
Limitations 
 Conducting an online survey gives rise to a number of possible limitations.  To 
begin with, the research team relied on individual respondents to self-report their 
demographics (e.g., age, rank, current job), attitudes regarding future behavior (e.g. 
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turnover intentions, job hunt intentions), and psychological states and perceptions (e.g. 
organizational commitment, burnout, civilian job opportunities).  The issue of self-
reporting bias becomes known in the sense that the responses provided by each survey 
respondent cannot be verified for accuracy, especially since the survey was anonymous.   
 Additionally, even though the surveys were anonymous respondents may have 
fallen victim to social desirability bias.  This bias occurs when respondents choose to 
answer questions in a way that makes them look favorable, or they think is the 
organizationally-correct answer.  Due to the nature of this survey and how it revolved 
around sensitive issues such as turnover, respondents may have felt the need to answer 
favorably instead of honestly (i.e. express a strong desire to stay in the Air Force for 20 
years).   
Recommendations for Senior Leaders 
 The findings from this survey exposed how important leadership and mentorship 
is within the 65Fx/65Wx career field and its role in retaining young CGOs, especially 
first lieutenants.  CGOs at locations such as Wright Patterson AFB are offered monthly 
mentor sessions with FGOs and as stated earlier; however, this base benefits from having 
a large population of 65Fx/65Wx officers.  The research team would recommend that 
other bases with large populations of 65Fx/65Wx officers (Hanscom AFB, Los Angeles 
AFB, and MAJCOM bases) hold regular mentor sessions with their CGOs, if they do not 
do so already.  These sessions could revolve around promoting job meaningfulness (i.e. 
explaining how FM plays a vital role in the Air Force), career progression opportunities 
(i.e. identifying exciting jobs that FM officers are allowed to apply for when they are 
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FGOs), and other relevant information about the career field (e.g. current promotion rates 
for the 65Fx/65Wx workforce, FM deployment experiences, etc.).   
Additionally, the open-ended comments section of our survey identified that there 
exists a stigma that if an officer serves on the acquisition budget or cost analysis side for 
an assignment it sometimes represents a “career setback” and a “detriment” to an 
officer’s career.  This viewpoint aligned with the research team’s findings when they 
asked respondents why they are not interested in pursuing the AFIT GCA graduate 
degree.  Of 141 respondents, 43% “Strongly Agreed” or “Moderately Agreed” that they 
did not want the AFIT GCA degree because they “do not want to work in the Cost 
Analysis career field,” and 41% also responded similarly for “the assignment does not 
align well with professional goals.”  Senior leadership within the 65Fx/65Wx officer 
workforce can combat this negative perception of Cost Analysis and Acquisition Budget 
by expressing the need for the set of skills associated with the Cost and Acquisition 
Budget jobs.  During the recommended mentor sessions, FGOs can discuss how Cost and 
Acquisition Budget can improve an officer’s skillset and give examples of current senior 
leadership that have served a tour in Acquisition Budget or Cost Analysis. 
 Lastly, the notion of keeping the Acquisition Budget and Cost Analysis side 
separate from the Operations and Maintenance (O&M) side of FM also became prevalent 
when analyzing the open-ended comments section of our survey data.  Numerous officers 
currently serving in acquisition budget or cost analysis jobs expressed that they had no 
desire to work in O&M or become a comptroller squadron commander.  Typically, 
officers that are more “technically inclined” identify with enjoying 65Wx jobs.  In the 
most severe case, one respondent stated, “I love what I do [in a 65Wx cost analysis 
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billet].  If 65Fx and 65Wx were still two separate [tracks], I would definitely stay and try 
to make a career in the 65Wx field.  But because I know I will have to rotate back to a 
65Fx billet most likely, I have put in a request for separation.”  Senior leadership should 
be aware that some officers have no desire to broaden their FM skillset by switching from 
acquisition budget and cost analysis to O&M or vice versa, and that doing so may result 
in some officers deciding to separate from the Air Force. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
 As a result of this study, future opportunities for research have developed.  A 
follow-up study can be conducted solely on the acquisition side of the FM officer 
workforce (acquisition budget and cost analysis officers).  This study may involve the use 
of qualitative instead of quantitative data in order to more accurately determine the 
reasons for disengagement and higher turnover intentions among young officers that fill 
these types of positions.  Additionally, the qualitative data from the open-ended 
comments section of the survey can be pursued more in-depth with another set of 
questions or possibly interviews. 
 In addition, the Department of Defense plans to implement a new military 
retirement system in January 2018.  This new retirement system can be analyzed to see if 
it influences the turnover intentions of the 65Fx/65Wx officer workforce (or even other 
Air Force career fields).  For example, would officers who reach the 10-year mark feel 
more or less compelled to stay in the Air Force for 20 years?  Interestingly, one survey 
respondent stated, “I am already at 11 years, so I am committed to staying until 20 
years… [But] if the new retirement system was in place, I would separate earlier.”   
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 Lastly, researchers can analyze historical data on 65Fx/65Wx officer separations 
and retirements to determine if any trends exist.  These possible trends could revolve 
around demographic factors (e.g. base location, education, age, gender, etc.) and/or 
external factors (e.g. the state of the country’s economy, war operations, etc.).  Officers 
who have already separated from the Air Force can also be interviewed or surveyed in 
order to gain a more in-depth analysis of reasons for separation.  Future researchers may 
also consider analyzing the quality (possibly measured by performance report ratings, 
experience levels, education history, professional credentials, etc.) of officers that decide 
to separate versus remain in the Air Force for a full career.   
Summary 
 The findings of this research identified factors that may be contributing to a 
65Fx/65Wx officer’s desire to separate or remain in the active duty Air Force.  The 
research team found that the current inventory of AFIT graduates did not differ 
significantly in their turnover intentions when compared to non-AFIT graduates.  
However, these findings may be limited to the fact that 59% of AFIT graduates from the 
graduating classes of FY06-FY14 have already separated from the active duty Air Force.  
We also identified First Lieutenants as the group with the highest likelihood of separating 
from the active duty Air Force.  Due to these findings, the researchers recommend that 
senior leadership focus their retention efforts primarily on First Lieutenants and critically 
examine how to retain the best officers within this “high-risk” group. 
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Appendix A.  Secretary of the Air Force for Financial Management and 
Comptroller (SAF/FM) Mission Statement 
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Appendix B.  Survey Control Number (SCN) Request to AFIT Survey Control 
Panel (ASCP) Review 
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Appendix D.  Air Force Survey Office (AFPC/DSYS) Approval Letter
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Appendix E.  Notification to Senior FM Leaders 
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Appendix F.  Online Survey Instrument 
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Appendix G.  Descriptive Statistics for Hypothesis 3 
 
Descriptives 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
EaseofMove
ment 
AFIT GRAD 50 5.2067 .76751 .10854 4.9885 5.4248 3.67 6.00 
NOT AFIT  185 5.1279 .84046 .06179 5.0060 5.2498 2.00 6.00 
Total 235 5.1447 .82452 .05379 5.0387 5.2506 2.00 6.00 
Desirabilityof
Movement 
AFIT GRAD 50 3.8200 1.22003 .17254 3.4733 4.1667 1.00 6.00 
NOT AFIT  185 3.8144 1.23644 .09090 3.6351 3.9938 1.00 6.00 
Total 235 3.8156 1.23037 .08026 3.6575 3.9737 1.00 6.00 
Networking AFIT GRAD 50 4.0600 1.10798 .15669 3.7451 4.3749 1.00 6.00 
NOT AFIT  185 4.0739 1.09012 .08015 3.9157 4.2320 1.00 6.00 
Total 235 4.0709 1.09157 .07121 3.9306 4.2112 1.00 6.00 
Crystallizatio
nofAlt 
AFIT GRAD 50 2.3600 1.53211 .21667 1.9246 2.7954 1.00 6.00 
NOT AFIT  185 2.2108 1.31830 .09692 2.0196 2.4020 1.00 6.00 
Total 235 2.2426 1.36450 .08901 2.0672 2.4179 1.00 6.00 
Mobility AFIT GRAD 40 5.1250 1.00338 .15865 4.8041 5.4459 2.67 6.00 
NOT AFIT  139 5.1127 1.05299 .08931 4.9361 5.2893 1.00 6.00 
Total 179 5.1155 1.03934 .07768 4.9622 5.2688 1.00 6.00 
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